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- compared, the superior gain enjoyed hey the Experimental Group was pot‘

college developmental reading course does not pay special attention to
. \ . - ‘
students with phonic disabilities, many students enrolléd in such

o

courses are phonically disabled> Therefore, a study was executed to -
- ! , .

\ .
learn whether this typfcal developmental t{gatqent effeétivejb dimin-

£ 4 ‘ ‘ . .
ishes students' phohic .disabilities,

- WO

The California Phonics Survey, Forms 1 and 2, was the primary

measuring\instrument'used in this study. 9tudents enrolled in and
~\‘ T - .

completing,a.dévelopmental reading course and whose‘pre—test scores

4 .
indicated phonic -disablement (Experimental Group: N=106) were post-

¢ .

P

tedted to learn that their mean gains"were'signi{icant at the .05 level,,

.

Students completing a developmental writing course (Cont;ol Group:
N=113) were measured similarly to, learn that their mean gains were qlgﬁ

significant at the .05 level. When the mean gains of" these groups were"
N

¢

significant. Adqitional data were analyzed -to learn that (1) sex, .
iy : . i

instructional] time of day, and duration ofxcburse are not factors that
' . e ’ ) ‘ .
influence students* decreask in phonic disabilities; (2) students'

degre; of phonic disaBlement is not predictive of success (grade) ih’a
develdpmental reading~cburse;-éna (3) students’ edtry-level (pre-test)

scores on the California Phonics Survey are highly predictive of dropout
. - ' 1

| . * ‘ ;-
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A} .
(.01 level of confidence) .

Principal conclusions.were that. students completing a developmental

-

. b
reading course do not receive treatment that significantly reduces - their
., ) R .
phonic disabilities and .that Students who are grogsly disabled are not °
-
»' [N
likely to survive the course. :

.

-, Recommendations based upon this study's findings included (1f the

establishment of intensive short-term courses to effectively train’

e

qevelopmencal‘reﬁding instructors to teach aural decoding skills;

(2) the institution and study of experimental courses designed to -
- L

b

specifically treat students' phonic disabilities; (3) the initiation
4

and study of experimental mini-courses'and/or individualized, self-

instructional formats designed to teach students phonic skills while

students are concurrently enrolled in a developmental)reading coursey

1 *

and (4) the initiation of a pilot program designed to learn whdther - .

students eq:éllea in reading devéiOpment classes can iébbive.effeptive

trfaining in phonic analysis within the‘éonféxt of the coursé itself.-

.
oo
.
.
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INTRODGCTION Qe
. - ' ‘ -" i . M * ’
o ' ' . Ny
- ) Purpose of the Study = AN

. Although inssruction iIm phonics on the elementafy level is

currently employed with"great fiequency in.many school systewms and’

“

while research at this level is patently vdluminous, there is every

indication that most community coflege reading classes are designed

with'an emphasis on the development of comprehension, vocabulary,

'] [ 4
N )
study skills, and reading rate and in a real sense@ ignore gponics
) . ' 1
instriction. ‘ N
The act of reading necéssarily depends on word recognition.
‘ .

Since the apprehéhsion of written language is usually linked to the
I . - @ .

reader's ability to aﬂkally decode words,®this decoding process is
facilitated by knowledge and/or employment of phonic .techniques. How-

ever, many students engaging in the coliege experience are measured

i . .

. N .
. ag phonically disabled. ZTherefore, it is incumbent upon those respoh=

sibl® for community college reading programs to learn whether their

-
A

clients are receiving treatment that effectively‘improves studengs'

» »

. .
reading abilities.

.

. Therefore, a study was executed to determine wggthef typically’

aviglabie developmentalArgaqing treatment benefits éommunity'college

¢




0'. , ) 21
. . o | . | _— ' . . . ’ -
students who have Phomic disabilitiés. Would thé phonic dikabilities
'%qf students enrolled in such classes detrease? - " N
| 5 ‘ ." L A
. . -§ig?ifféance and‘Backgfouné of the Séud%/' ¢ '\>\\

' . °r
The significance .of this studg is contingent upon four circum~

’

[N

stances and conditioms.that proceed from a review of research on

© ‘.

phonics as it relates to college déV1lopmental reading ptég:ams.'
. N .
First; that the typical apd traditgpnal college-level reading program .

has generally ignored phbnics instruction is’apparept. Secondﬂ'a

review of thé history of phonics instruction in the -United States {
“~ { ) L. .

indicates that, at all levels, until recently' phonics instruction has

not Beéﬁncharacte{isticillg or necessarily emphasized and that
{ s ) ' ’

»

\ .teachers are poorly prepared to'delibgz-%uch treatment. Third, the \

-

importance of wo;d-recognikion; especidlly in iﬁs aural aspect and as
a condition prerequisite go reading comprhensibn, 1s emphasized'in
. e
. /.- v .
4 the research on the subject--or issue. Finally, that many community
. » - < ¢ . - . > i ¢ an .

' ‘college students exhibit various degrees of phonic disablement that is

-~

™ related to their inability to comprehend the 1brricu1ar related read-

L ¥

ing material presented ﬁhem is bornerout’fy the research sbecifically
addressed to this condition. ' ’ ‘

e - o s ) ‘ i
* %’E«L ‘ \’ . N ‘ -

, The Typical Community College Reading Course

x

. * A review of regional and national surveys, appraisals, and
- *
resquch reviews reinforces the position that®during a forty-six year

period colleée;level developmen;al reading programs have not cheﬂged

’ 4
their objectives, emphases, or strategies in matters or areas that can

i

» -

.
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4 v \ ..
be rfzgér!ded as essential. In support of :these observations, Schreiner

»

" . \ M .
and Tanner (1976) have concluded that the terminology, materials, and

dssessment techniques associated with reading programs have appeared to.

. ‘ . . . . -

-~

“change more rapidly than methodologies. 'In fact, Yan early, extensive

and well controlleé st (Eui‘ich 19:?1) of a program des‘gigned_, to-im-
prove college students profici'enéy‘ in vocabu)lary/fcnorvledge, paragraph ¥
: ' _ 0

. ’ v

reading, reading efficiency, reading rate(~and st:u;iy skills éescripe_s

strategies together with measuring instruments that are interestingly
. . 8 g. -

similar to thése resrted through‘. the years. .
Nine regional surveys qf four-ygar colle'ge and comun.ity eollegs

+

reading programs (Zerga 1940, Miklas- 1954, Andrews 1955, Colvm 1961

.and 1963, GEerl-ofs 1966, Colvm 1967, Geerlofs and Kling 1968, and
Charles 1970) indicdte that such. treaitments emplpy instxuctional method;

caltulated to improve vocabulary, comprehension, study skills, and

' L4

réading rate. However, these studies do not mention phonics t{:eatment

. .
- . , -

as part ‘of any brogram or as an al;érnatiVe to a program.

E ]
. .

Investlgat.mg the gstatus of college re{dlng programs on a national
‘\

scqpe, five surveys (Leedy 1958, Dare 1971, Swe.i‘ger 1972, Huslin 1975,

[N
.

and pmith, Ennght and Devirian 1975) report findings that are similar

. , . ! 4

-

to those reported in regional surveys. These ‘national surveys’elso

‘fail to report the specific implementation of phonics'instruction as

» s A ' v

part of any program. o .
Six research revieug dealing respectively with tHe skills, innova-

4
-

.. N v . Lo e .
. tive techniques, strateglies, typical practices, approaches, and the*
. ] - P . .

developmwental historyr‘of college' reading/study ,slgi,l1§ programs

v

\’.

A

v TN
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-~ .
{,D'J',ntlenun'l97l, Kerst.lens 1971a and l97lb, Croy l973, Andersom.l97.5,

. !t\ . \ . h
F.n;;,lght 19’75) conf.v.r;n,the reSults of the survegs prev'.{ously c.1te’d.

’
)

. .‘\

i Fma.lly, three appraJ.sals o.t‘ model ox exexﬂplary i'eadJ.ng prdgrams

(W.Ltty 1966, Spache and Others l959, Darnes l97l) fa’J.l to mém.lon

.
LI

phonzcs tz)eatmgn,t as .mtegral or as ad_mnct to these programs but do

- .mclude d:.rect.lons fqr enllghtened emulatlom of the tpr.cal treatments
g

-

L2
reported in prew.qusly cited surveys and research rev.w.ews.
L4 -~

s The l.lterature does reveal two papers (Brown 1970, Oakman 1970)

s by 2 s
desch.b.mg réad.mg programs dealmg‘spec.w.f;cally and entJ.rely w.1th the

.
\tréument of phom.cally d;s,abled students artd .mcorpora!.mg a phom.c
methodology in the treatmént of readJ.ng dJ.sabJ.lJ.tJ.es.. These courses,
however, are: not represenfed as: follow.mg the tpr.cal deVelOpmehtal
pattern; rather, authors‘ have'-i.dmitted--and championed--the egreg us-= .

. . N s -
.

npss of their approaches. ) . o o T .
- L4 . .
. Therefore, the review of lJ.terature J.nd.lcates t& the tpr.cal

/ - . s
. college‘developmental reading program or course has emphaSJ.zed.and=

" - - o N

coritinues to utilize certain ‘st'rategies“ and methods caloqlated to -

J.mprave vocabulary, read.mg comprehens.lon , reading rate, and study
. ' . P4

sk.ills that fend to éharacter;.ze these programs, which‘apparently .

.
M LI !

are inclined to exclude or at least minimige instruétiOn, if phonics.
v o oo A
L . . N < i v, T
Phonics Instruction and Preparation of Reading Instructors
e . ‘ ) “ . .. L - :’— M . )
LA teview\of the }iterature and research indicates that histor-
~ 1 ‘ . :

ically ‘thete has been much controVersy c'entered around the teach.ing of
=~ -

phonics, especially ir the- ptzmak‘y grades. Therefore, there ha.s been

.

&




a tendency to discard phonic instruction and then reintroduce it, often
in ‘some other form or wit‘h’ other ‘emphases,. at’ another time (Eﬁans 1968,

Gans 1964, Groff 1976, Miller 1973, Rupley 1974, Smith and Dechant

-
< !

1961, Spache 1976). Addltlonally, the. research .mdlcat:es that read.lng

’

P

insttuctors are cufren y unpr ed to teach phorucs effecthely
P : :

. -

(C.ielar'zd 1‘966,-'2::@; ' 968, 1959, 970, 1971, 1973;

Mazurklewncz 1975a, 1y/5b, 1975, Schnell 1974, sﬁuth and Dechant 1961).

w

Gnoff (1976) traces the teac}u.ng of letter-somzd correspo,ndence

4

’
. as th.e prunary means. of 1ntrodu<:tory readlng .mstructlpn back to 1614,
<« ! '
and 'there is generalragreement, that such condit1on was prevalent untll
P .

the end of the 19th Century (E'mans( 1968, Gans 1964, Groff 1976, R\p{e‘y

.

1974, xSchrei?r and Tanner 1976). However, by the end of the oeni:u‘

‘the vogue of'Gestalt: psychélogy, the studies of Catt,e;ll , and the

*

/

Y -

‘
4

L
psdnounbements of Hotace Mann had cast doubt.upon the emphaus o

]

teach%ng aural and oral dﬁodmg. And durlng :he perlod of 1900-1940

the WOI‘k of Dewey, K'z_]‘atnck,- Watson and-other champzons of,Pe-ogres-

; sive Educatjon was persuasive enough to severely limit if’ no\almosi:

EN

. . : s
eliminate phonics in public school education and to replace it with

‘

the whole-~word, look=-say, and/or g.tﬂal metpod(s) (Emans 1968, G&ns
- -")

1964, Groff: 1976, Mazurkz.emcz °1976r:9chre1ner ‘and Tanner 1976). But

\
begmnmg dramatlcally with Flesch's (19)55) pOpularized work,, phonics
e ’ . T - g

>

‘instruction in the United States staged a comeback so that; by the

1 .

time of Chall's (1967) well docymehted and widely accepted pronounce=

ment in' favor of the inclusion‘of Yhonics instruction in the primary
) - .

\

T w - - -
- reading curriculum, educators were quickly reint:odu{.i\ng phonics -into




. s
a ) .. , .

. the typ1ca1 instructional pattern as one of the strategles employed

I o
(Groff 1976, Mz.ller 1973, Schremer and Tanner 1976, Spache 1976). ‘

¢ ’ L4
) ‘ Miller (1973), having reviewed the current status of reading 1nstruc- '-,;ﬁa
’ ! ' o [ w‘
o tion, concluded that most reading experts and the preponderence of- é&i :
’ l - . ) . ~ . ."‘f:\:’f .

research indicate that "some attention must be oiVedito lettJre,‘

sounds and syllables, but the queséion'is how much.” Cp. 41) Ana ' "}"
. nfinally.Smith (1923) summarizes‘ e state-of-the-a;t oattérn,in read-
( ing instruction in this way: "Fortunately in receno years teachers L p

have recognized tHat no sihgle clue or decoding strategy is sufficien't

[ -« .
by 1tse1f and therefore teachers have tried to ﬁ§;v1da chlldr‘n with ‘ T
S ,
_/ a choice of clues;” (p. 148) ) . . . . .

/iy 3

.
Forx the purposes of this study, the most important éOnclusion,to\

ybe drawn from the brief review of the history of reading instruction |,

in the United'States does not involve the controversy oVer~or the |

' currents of opinion or popularlty surroundlng phonics. Rather, the
s;gn;flcant f;nd;ng,to be emphasized is the fact that today's. commu~"
' ~ ¥ .

- n;ty cpllege student is ndt 11kely to have been exposed to adequate or . {7/
w2 effective instruction in decodlng technlques in the lower grades and

" - that this educational conditijn may (1) be responsible for his meas~
. ne
K : . \
» ured phonic disablement and may (2) be S@fficient reason for consider- R
{

ing, at the college Jeve}, incorporating phonics as an instructional

o

N strategy calculated to improve his *eading performange. . . A -

- . . ’ P . P

Related to the research concerning the relétive paucity of

phonics instruction in elementary education unt®l recent yeers are the

. observations and research of writers who have studied the matter of

teacher competency 1in the area of phonics instruction. \ }
! .

' ~ 1%
Y .
-~ . . 14 o P
. , .
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s

-

’(l96§) likewise mertions surveys showing that teachers are poorly

.
Iz - ¢ ) .

- .
- 4 B .

fn an earlyxpronouncement, Smith and Dechant (1961) stated that

.

- /
teachers ‘singularly employing the look-say/ or whole word . method were \ *

"dull " inexperienced, and generally unprepared (p. 196). Cleland

prei’ied to 'teach by the phonic method.' Emans (1968) also cites

current studies indicatin§ that' teaclMers tehd to be severely deficient
, - R
in their ability to infuse phonics skills and that they themselves have

P LN '. . , . ¥

little understanding of phonic principles (pp. 606-607). The contin-

uing--and seemingly unrelenting--reseatch conducted by IIika corrobo=

)
-

-~
»rates eérlier studies, Ilika*%l968) studied 198 teacher education
! ‘ ) .
students to learfi that they did not genqrally cpmprehend phonic » v

principles and that the phonic generalzzﬁtiona,they did understand ’ ..

were thosd that aré-lgast aseful to students. He noted that_”learning
- )i . . ) - . .
phonics and word attack skills involves more time and ‘reality-related
* e . o v ~»
methods courses than those provided on the teacher education level.”
1 + i '

(p. 49) 'Comparing elementary teacher majors with other undergraduate

students and 8s measured on the California Phonics Survey, Ilikga

found that elqhentary maJors, although superiar to other undergradu-

2
ates, were wanting in phonics skills (Ilika 1969). Again, comparing

LY

elementary teacners'(N=78) with other college populations (N=293),
. » , , , N\ -
Ilika (¥¥70) found nbd significant difference between the phonic
. - s . v 4 - -
knowledge of these groups. However, two later studies did indicate /

-

that teachers coulg experience growth in word analysis skills in

T ]
spedially designed methods courses (Ilika '}971) and that workbpok/tape

. .
AN - . A .

programmed~instrnctiqn modules can b&’used to improve teacher compe-
. a s - o o
tencies in word attack 8kills (Ilika 1973). Rayborn's (1975) research

, - 15¢
.

bl




~ courses can help teachers acéuir‘e‘ needed vocabulary,h and word attai:{c
/ . , N WL
. skills: ~Again, MazurkiewicZ's (1975a) research lead-to his finding
! ‘ - - : y
i

that' "teachers have an inadegquat® know].edge of terms used in readi‘ng\

Ty 2 and a -low level of ability to apply t:hem with words typically found
[ 4 M \
A
o, in\reading materials." (p. 176) Later Mazurkiewz.cz (1975b) at ,least
. % v . *

“‘é partially att:ributeaf,teacher unpreparedness to research .mdicatmg ‘..

.that college professors who teach teachers of reading.do not agree on
- ‘ . . . R
2. termi;zolégy, definitions, and the generalizations tfat shoudd be used
s . ; ’ ’

N . e DA
in phonic analysis and that such condition (Mazurkiewicz 1976) has‘
~ A ‘ ’ :

occasiOne‘d long=-term errors.in 'instruct.ion. In a survey of 300 commu~

[N
N

nity college reading instructors, SChnell (1975) revealed that eighty

~
- § . 3 v

-apercent of them felt t.hey should' receive traihing in those clinical

4 L4

and diagnostic procedures that prepare instructors to deal ‘with re&d-
. \ -

i
.

ing disabilities that wo{zld\ include phonic disal\ﬁ,lement. Finally,

s _ PR

, C
- * administering the Cooperative English Reading test to 348 teachers of

[N s’ £ - L e
¢ reading and \':ompa'r_ipg théir scdres with college f'reshmar! .norms,; .

« Gentile and McMillar; (1977) Ieérned the following: < - ‘

96 teachers (28 percent) scored lower in vocabu"larg than
did oné-half af. the freshman pBpulation who served as
a basis for establishing ‘the. ;:est s norms.
c - 171 teachers (49 percent) did lesg.well in comprehension
bhan did half of the first~year) students. ’ . N
'195- teachers (56 percent) read slower and with less under-'
. . stendiqg. (p. 146) /(___ )
. s o Giv;en‘,‘tben, _the findings of researchers inv stigating the history
» " & R
of readingcinstructian'in American education the preparation and
competency of teachers engaged in thak activit .‘there 1s adeguate

‘. reasori to assume that community college)students who are deficient in

. " .
N ’ a_/\ " N .
rd
. \
. / . K
.

'}-

-




i

word recognition and aural decoding skills may experience this defi- -
N A "

ciency because of their early exposure to ineffedétive. instructions

v
’

-Phonics at the College/Adult Level

&
A review of the research involving college/adult populations with

-

respect to aural reading skills and pbonicé instruction reveals only,

two stud.les that do not Support the po.s..ltJ.on that aural decod.mg

3

skJ.lls are related to reading prof"c.zency. Wells (1950), study.mg"

eJ.ghty-four college freshmen in thé\lmyer acadeu:.fc quartef of theJ.r

class, found no slgmf.lcant ;orrelatlon between .subJects' oral read.mg

errors and the.lr silent read.mg and vocabulary. In a modest studg i

(N=4), Lahey, Weller, and Brown (1973) found that phonics J.nstructz.on

provided functzonally .1ll.1terate male adults was not an effect.we

»
A 1 . ¥

strategy. Y. ) . .

_ Yet, there is more evidence that a college studept's ability to

phonically (or aurally) decode writing is related to iz_tq ability to

comprehend written' matenal and that the J.mprovemant of his readuzg .
b4 RS
skills (and perhaps success in college cOurses) Wlll be hamper& if
‘s )Ev

not prec;.luded unt.ll or unless his pbon.lc dlsablement is dmmdled or"®

.

-

. eradlcates{. ’ - ) ) . Y

3

For instance, as early as 1937, Rogers cancluded that mispropun=

-

. . - " LRy . - . “
ciation of words and latk of comprehension are highly 'co,rrelated and ’

.« . ~

that "at the college level phom.cs tramJ.ng is an effect.tve techn.lque

. - e

for the J.mprovement of pronunc.latzon, oral read.mgg, and readstng voiab-
[ 4

ulary.” (Rogers, 1937,\p. 19) In her extemsive study mvolv.mg 400

collegs students and coxnparmg phonetic competency with students'

e . "’
" .

17
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' s stuae-ntl enrolled in d‘yelopnental reading classes hay decrepse

// ) N ,
me%n;urement on six re-ading" instrument scales, ~C‘ottre11 conaluded tha‘t

.7

"student:s abJ.J.J.ty in phonetJ.c analysz.s is necessarg but not sufflc.lent

for readmg J.; f:he EnglJ.sb Language." (Gotttell 195@8, p. 32) And this
.o 7

conclysion was further glven cz;edgnce by Brown and Cottrell (1963) in.
which ‘thuey compared ' junior college students’ scores on tﬁé CaIifon:zia
i Phonijcs ‘S.ur‘vég with selected measurés on various tests including read- .

ing ‘cqmpr;ehehsion s;:ales. In 1966, one of‘Court}wy“s finding_s was that

increasé in coll/eg'e students' orél reading Q{f.ficiency parallels al-- *’

. Y, . A - L) . . . .
.though' it ‘may not be directly attributable to their increase in silent
. . . - * L
reading comprehension (Courtney 1966, pp. 50-51). Somewhat, inciden—-
-tally,” but nonétheless interestingly, Young (1967) learned that low ~ * !

.
» L *

Y

C . X P . .
abdlity males who score- higher on /’the Palifornia Phonjics Survey enjoy, -
- / »

o

= greater success.in an- introdfuctor psycholoqy c¢lass than their even ) -

Tower storging peers. ‘In an experiment employin‘g pi;om’,c 'techeziqz;es on
¥ - A ¥
fan adult populatzon%ages elght n to szxty-f.we), Begm (1972) found
©, [ o
that sub;ects averaged one year!s grade- ;eVetl gayz for, every fort“y
hours of, ms}ruction and conclu&ed 'that "the pborzic technigue in teac:h* ’
’ é‘ng ref;ding to illiterate adults is more effectiy;e thap any other |

rd v w® -'
© present method.” (p. 334) Laﬁer‘, Farrell ptovided evidence that until
o e P

- \ . 2] . -
the ,"non trqdzitional” J‘Unior college stiem‘_"is able to "{nterior.i.zé'.’

L]
&

what he. reads in terms of \aural .unages the student wz.l.I not comprehend -

. A
-~
the pa.wges he is at:tacl_ung (Farrell 1974( p. 249). The six gg:evious,

®

Studies; cited were based upon data that were treated-objectively.‘

HoweVer, four other appraisals of phomc abilzty at the ,c(llege level, .

ﬁ t & §F e
. r " .)B
the.,e not résearch o[iented, suggest that the phonic d.tsabllz ties of ,
“«

B . ' . oWl - '
. - - N
A v . - “ ! O - . N ! /

.-
.

.




'

(Magee 1969; Brown/,l970»,- Qakman 1970; and Mounger 1972). .

)

s review of research, then, g.wes nse to a quest.lom if

.t

J abJ.lJ.ty J.n decod:.ng skJ.lls 1% reLated or prerequisrte to effect.lve

- ' .

read.mg or q&adenuc success at the college level, does’ thg typ.r.cal
. e . -
- commum.ty college developmental read.mg course repair’ students'

e « .

phonrc d.zsabJ.l.ltJ.e.s to 4 sJ.gnifJ.cant‘ degree?

. “ . ] ..,) - $

i LJ.ttrelvl (1975') at‘tacked this problen du‘ectlg. Studying an

k . b ” \ et N > '

‘expe, J.mental \group (students w.ltll measurgd phomc d.lsa.blement who had -

4t

1

~com 1eted‘ a developmentafl read.mg course (N-43) ) uand a control group

sl L] — N

(studen -5 w.r.th measured p&zom. i_lsablement who. had completed a develop-
' _' =, »-

. ’ .

*megtal writ’mg eom‘se (N-lS)), he gompared their pre and post test
LI . .. L. e [
scores., on the CalJ.form.a. Phom.csg Survly,- Employ.mg the analys.;s of

: covarlance- statJ.StJ.cal t’echng.g.le, he learhed chat phoru.c d.lsabJ.lJ.t.leS

. -

.

were decreased sugm.ﬁcantl'b ( 05 1eve1) in the exper.upntal group.

: Howeve.r, \LJ.t:trelI »s ,les were (l) comparat.wely small and (2)
. P .

v o, ? .

. hnu,ted to d Mldwesterh comum.ty college pOpulac.wn. ﬁge questJ.on
L ke s A ‘ \
’ naturally arises as to Whether his resuits and conclus.zons are genera-

—

1lza\ble and u"hether rephcat.lon of his. study w.ith larger samples

,,.mvolvmg clasSes taught by a Var.iety of instructors muld prav.lde

N v - ) . ] ) »
sunﬂar or- confluct.mg pesults. =~ . B

[ v !

‘8ince the v.z,sual-percept.we process of .Fgad.mg relies upon the

., reader's passzvé‘frocabulaz'y and since it is apparently accepted that

( . .
. the re‘ader\’ s capac.n,ty to decode language daterxpineshb.ls apprehens:.on
o
and comprehens.zon of vbrd meaning (Brown and Cottrell- 1963,- Magee 1969;
Yoy . , .

Mounger-l972), and since the measured phonlc abilities of many Sommu=

»

£
nity college students ard dét'.r.c.ient (Brown and Cottrell 1963)/




~e

¢ . ‘ . .
’ ’ . ' . -

community college readin ract'itionérs; need to reassess their programs °
; #ding pract , z

. ‘with constructive dissatisfaction and with the knowledge that a repli- oo
* . . ’ T \ ’ 1y . P ' 1 ' ' »
cative study may provide. ‘ .o R . i ¢
.« o N © M ) : .‘ 4 . *
. _ | L L
- ' A { Definitions of Terms . - ) o ’;
e . ' P .' ) " 3K ) 4 - . " . -
Aurality--inner speech. o ' D T e
Au&ing--pertains to listening or listening skills; “the protess of !
: . . : ) - .
~ L. g Y . s .
. * . . 0y ) ‘Y - . N N
. . hearing, listening to, #ecognizing and‘interpreting spoken ; s

o

.
o ¢

language.” (Carver 1973, p. 77) ' . . . .

A - a

,
) [

¢+ Graphgme-phoneme Correspondences--thie degree to which thé pronunciation
. “ B ! (‘ . Y
A Y ¢ . ' ol

of a word cai\be effeated through the application of phonic

. .. T |
generalities td its spelling.

. Ora;iig--speech that is articulated. ~ s . - .
I o b ’ L -« ) \ . -
Phopetics--a term convertible with the term phonics. p N

s 0 »

»

'« Phonic Ability--the ability to decode linear comm;lcat.ion to render .
; . ! . -

\ Y * .

* . an oral of aural image that represents.-word meaning. R

S

. + * . ,’ )
S Phonically Disabled Student--a student who scores below 70 (seventy)

. A ‘¢ N ¢ !
on Form 1 of the California.Phonics Survey. <t . \ é &

* L

o4 e ; . , M <
fhonics~-phonic analysis; synthetic method; method of teaching readiny.

4 4 3 v ;
"and pronynciati? based 'upon.'the phonetic interpretation of , . o ¢

. ’
‘ 3

ordina'ry, spelling. X .o, . ' : ' p Y

0Reaclig'zg Disability--"A spécifio learning disorder occqurring despite

. v

. . N, . AN
normal or better intelligence and regular Bchooling.” (Klasen .

’ LI L4

1972, p. 173 ' e : . ™~
P ' ' ‘. . ! . . ) ' *
» Typical College -Developmental English Course--a course designed to-'
N A treat students' writing problems through study of and drl:ll in . [
- . - ¥ , ) N .
‘ - , - : T Na-
. -, [ . M ¢ '
. { N -
- ~ { , o .
2U Lo >

.
® T -,

T ",




grammar and usage and by writing short e.gsayé fusually paragrabh
. . / n ! -
4 ’ -
.length), ravising essays that are corrected or edited by jan

']
[ 3

instructor or reader. Y

Ty‘pical Collége Deve:lopmental Reading Course—=-a course designed with

- 1
v

2 .
. .emphasm om the development of comprehension, vocabulary, study

skills, and readmg rate and to the exclusion “of any specuf.lc

instruction in phonics.
. 1 .

[}
v
[ -

Limigations of the Study

,
v

.

The populai:io;x of the present study was delimited ‘to a single-

-

cambus.- a large, Westéru,.comuniEy college." Su:bjgcts were selected

U " l‘ . ’ ’.' i *
{ from'a total of fourteen classes conducted by nine different instructor’s

4 » -

during one regular semester and one six-week summer sessione Addition-

. o t

F -
ally, classes comprising both the exper1menta1 and control groups wereq
I

A

L
those conducted by instructors ‘who (1) were w'i:lling to have jtheir classeq

. . . . _
studied, (2) were teaching during periods that would afford instruc-
_tional time variables that could be compared, and (3) weré euzploy.ing

instructional strategies such that their courses conformed to the

' i pe ™~ 4 -

definition of "typical college developmental reading cemrse? or
- N . P .

' ~ 4
_"tyﬁ.'!cal college deyelopmental English, course.” . b~
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CHAPTER 2 » -

' REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH -

7 i -~

~ -

: Word. Recognition: Concurrence and ,Dispucation
/ - - ’
That written—Englishis—an alphabetic language and that words
} . .
and letters symbolize speech sounds that represent meaning is, of

course, undisputed, Nor are there differences of opinion concerning

¢

-" the position chat English is phonologically a relatively .imperfect
1anguag"e inasmuch as 1£ presents many irregclarities. There are ’
di;fersnces in opinion concerning the degrée of irregulerity, these
being attributable to writers' interpf‘e?:at.’ions of the term ghonic .
\regthritg (phonic generalizat.zons) and the differences in word
samples studied (Cottrell 1958; Moore 1951; Spache 1976). But the
position that our language would present no major problem relating
to reading if there were a one-to-one correspondence between its

" wfitten"and spoken ¥orms-~lf phonetic ambiguities were eliminated--

»

is a generally if not universally accepted axiom. .

’

Therefore, there is general concurrenc¢e that word recognition is

o

[

4"_59 basis for rv‘g and that ". . +readlng does involve translating -
n

printed symbols to auditory memorlies of spoken words.” (Spache 1976,
p. 218) Thera c,qe admitted exceptions, such as in the case of the

\J
deaf and persons suffering from acute audi tory (agnosia (latk of audi-

tory discrimination), who can learn ato read but through un‘&sual

.
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-

1dMrning modalities and typically with considerable difficulty. How-

. » . y 2 J ) . 5
_/ ever, the importance of aural imagery 'in the reading process is

emphasized in the literacur?‘and is perhaps best sum@arized as follows:
. The phonetic relatjonship is the speczal ne that exists
only in alphabet1q7wr1t1ng between the aJSztory and vistal’
skills--namely, the fact that the combinations of letters
seen represent soundS, which, in turn, symbolzze meanzng. ,
-{Cottrell 1658, p. 2Q) » /

A}

But, whzle reading specialists and researchers apparently reach

agreement céncerning the primacyjﬁ? decoding the visual displ&¢‘into an

- - .

auditbry display in the act of reading, they do not reach concurrence
v Y .

. ~—
concerning the relati‘ effectiveness.of lthe various strategief,
Qg;hniques, andf@;%hodologies employed to fﬁcilitate word récognition
or word attack skills. 'In the pFofessional literature on the“sub}gcf,
two principal and generic metbodsvbf teacAing word attack skills have
been identifieéf defended, and attacked; namely, the analytic ﬁethod

and the synthetic method. . "
Analytic Method . .

»r . .
The analytig method emphasizes teaching the student to observe the

whole word rather than its phonically identifiable parts. In its

~

earliest form, the analytic method js identified as the "whole word,”

e
-

"lodk-say," and/or "global” methpd. Students are encouraged to look

at the letter configuration of an unfamiliar word, to pronounce it," to

.

recognize it as a familiar word in their aural vocabulary, and then to

memdrize the visual symbol together with its aural image. The anal-
ytic method also makes use of contextual clues so‘that the student
'migpt anticipate the meaning if not‘gﬁa'pronunciation of an unfamiliar

)
4 L3

23 o o




.
)

word. Thus, Stratton and Nacke (1974) note, “Utilization of immediate -

>

verbal context allows the reader to predict the meaninés of unfamiliar
words.”.!p. 190) Again, the student is taught éommon-piefikes, rdots,
' Y ’ - « '

,and suffixes to help him identify these word paréé and thus obtain

clues to the meaning of unfamiliar words, such techniques being called
"structural analysis." Thus, the analytic mtethod does not emphasize

&

letter-sound ‘correspondence in.its methodology and is'seen as an

alternative to.the synthetic mﬁthod. (Spadhe 1976, pp. 221-228). And

many rééding-specialist§ consider the analytic method as optimal, so
’ . " el
that only when a student's global reaction to a word fails is he o

*

directed to a sgnthétic method. (Smith and Dechant 1961; Stratton and

¢

_Nacke i974).

" Synthetic Method

The synthetié& nethod" draws the‘i dent'’s attention to the letters, .

sounds, and syllables of words, and the te;m'sygthetic method is con~
. . ’ o (5 L

vertible with the term phonic analysis. . The student is taught to

identify certain letters and letter combinations that (1) occur

frequently enough and (2) are pronounced consistently enough to con-

stituté a phonic generalization that can be applied with reasonable
I . » k]
R b ' .
assurance to unfamilidr words. Thus, the student is taught to [sound-
AL T
out” an unfamiliar word, the pronunciation or aural recognition of

which can be matched with the word stored in his waural lexicon. One

writer, and an early one, has summarized.the position of many writers
i o -~
favoring the inclusion of phonic training as an important aspect of

word recognition methodology: ' . J




-

.become an independent reader." (p. 16)

The value of phonigcs in pronunciation in contrast to more

sight training 1iés in the fact that - e ‘student is given

a tool which will enable him to attack new and unfamiliar
words while sight training would improve«only the particu-
lar words studied. (Rogers 1Q§7, pP. 18) (Also see Barr
1974-75; Glass and Burton 1973; Groff 1976; Hislop and
King 1973; Rubenstein, Spaffbrd, and Rubenstein 1971; L
Walcutt 1974)

L)

o .

.
,
. 3
/ . o .

. Word Recogn1t10n Skrlls Methodology: The State of the Art
A ‘

As indiéated in ghe preVJ.ous chapter of this study, the synthetg -
- . . v

method ofkteaehing word recognition skidls did not enjby much popularity

~
’,

>

or become effectually implemented until the late 1960's, and then it

was applied principally in élementary reading programs. However, during

the last ten years both the synthetic apd analytic approaches have beeh .
L /

. \ ]
employed in the primary grades, and this eclecticism has been supported

‘e
-

Conclud‘"

)

and fostered by the preponderance of research on the subJect.

ing his rev1ew of research, Emans (1968) stated that all contemporary

4
research-oriented writers agree that the combined approach to word

recognition skills is advisable‘(p. 606). Lamb (1975) underscores

- .

Emans' conclusion: "Learning word recognition skills, includipg phonics,

v

is an absolute necessity for learning to read.

. . Y )
of phonics instruction for every child is the minimum he needs to °

. . 3 , ¥

.+.The optimum amount

-

» g .
It should be noted that writers do not view the teaching of phonic

techniques as the teaching of reading per se. Rather, phonic analysis

is'd

ias consgrued as a specific but fundamental tvool allowing students to

)

coﬁtinqe to experience growth in reading bécause they are not con-

R

-~

strained by a set ofreading words and are allowed to draw more readily
' . -

- e -

upon their natural language (Barr 1974-75; Groff 1974; Hislop and King

v i . %

1s

/

#
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o .+ 1973; Miller 1973; Smith 1973; Smith and.Dechant 1961; Stott-1969y ' . .
' ' vy " . . e CL . a
‘Walcutt 1974), I e ‘ I <t e &
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\ ‘ i . . s
1

% Reading and the Noz;trgditionall.wllegé_ Student .
. " That mozre and mor‘eﬂstudepts‘who:'p;n‘:be'class‘;fied as di:sabled LR
readers a.rei.%ent:ly ;tteml;tiﬁg ﬁengage J’In theﬁ comzmm.ity ,dc‘)ll\egg

experienéé;fnd.thét‘téese studenfs,iack necessafy reaqing and study ’
skills is a condition that ;o proliferates .the literature‘;s to be Y

’
i . R .

considered ‘common knowlacige. Even the popujér press has paid conqid;

erable attention to these ‘students’’ attrition rates, low grades, and . »

/ over-all lack of competency in those‘basic reading skills required by

. the curriculum. These reports, surveys, research projects, and

i B
\

~ "disclosureg” often--and pér)‘_zaps conveniently and 'deservedly--focus
on students' reading performance as measured by standardize&testieng

. —

/instruments. For the purposes of this study, however, the'reportea
R he 4 .

research on the topic will be limited to théseé observations*and

studies that relate directly to students’ word zeoognit?n and aural

‘ ) L4 .-, . g . .
 decoding skills deficiencies that affect their learning--and more ‘ .
specifically their reading. .
W, i ) N
£ . :‘ A - . : ’ )
. N <) ) Aural/Oral Aspects of Instpuétion

Because competency in listening and speaking skills uéually pre=-
- _ " ) - " Y

cedes skills in reading, it has been noticed that -many community
college and other adult students, ‘although highly competent in oral/

aural skills, have not been able to develop the more demanding skjlls . *

&

—

required by reading (Farrell 1974 &nd 1977; Feldman 1967; Loban 19687  .w _,.

" Stott 1969}. Loban (1968) has suggested: the underlying natmfe of the e

L 4 - <

=)
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cr : /- ,
learn that' there was ho significant correlation betwgn oral reading

s

. ' ) v
n .
“ .
) ‘

problem: "The most cruc.lal of all lmguz.st:c concepts is simply stated:
the living language 1is the\'poken language." (p. 1) Obserw.n? highly

oral students, Farrell (1974) zzoticed that v .
in reading they vocalize‘words, because for. them words are
essentially sounds, nqt merely visual- symbols. Frequently
they I‘B‘y on graphqphom.c cues to derive méaning to the - -
xtent that they are not utilizing semantlc and syntactic
cues as well as good readers do in order to get meaning
‘fromihe printed page. (p. 249) -

And other Wnters (Bdfeldt' l960/ Feldman I976; McGuJ.gan, Keller, and

Stanton 1964, Stott 1969& agree that- -a dJ.sabled reacfer will fall back

r

‘ upon his speaking knowledge of language,v‘especlally when the reading is’

challenging. Therefore, "As the reader becomes more skilled, he relies

+ . less and less on the sozlzd-symbol code." .€St_ott 1969, p. 883) 2
» . . « F3

-

Finding miny of thHese college/adult students apparen‘tly lodged at

Athe aural/orel developmental stage, five researchers have studied the
¢ -
effects of oral readJ.ng and auding w.z.th a .view to increasing wo\> ’ .

voa

.o,
recognii:ion skills and reading comprehensibn.

-~

elghty—four freshmen in the lower academic quarter of theJ.r class to .3,

7

errors and silént‘reading comprehension and vocabula y.‘ Cheris and
)

Austsd (l963) noted that a course in silent re«!}hng had a poszt:.ve

effec? (.05 level) on the speed and acd'uracy of oral reading of college ar

‘studgnts. Later, -Court;ney (1966) learned that. ,mcrease in college
.~ s
students’ oral readJ.ng effJ.cJ.ency parallels although‘ it may not be'.
' . ¥
, ) B
" directly & 1butable to their increase in silent- readmg comprehension.

[

it:four-year itudb (ﬁ-167) of col.lege freshmen whose reading .instruc-

tion was complemented byJ .ms’truction }n auding (LeWis 1964), r%vealeﬁ ,

Wells (1950) studJ.ed .

, o




*

-

that the t;z'eaﬁment did riot significantly affect students' reading or
o . : .
L] b ‘ .
listening abilities. Finally, Rao (1972) employed auding strategies on
. : '\\
* disadvantaged freshman students using a simultaneous aural/visual tech-

- [}

~nique,’ concluding that this treatment is more effective in improving

€

L ] <
reading comprehension and vocabulary than.the visual method.; .

e

Therefore, scanty research involving oral ”/reading‘and,aud.ing
Strategies as these affect the college:?tud_ent appgars to be incon-

clusive and to provide no clear direction for practitioners who‘would

~——.

employ these methodologies.

s

, N Spelling ; ' ' _ ‘

* To the extent that spelling involves the encoding of speech seunds

into a graphemic display, spelling skills are related to reading .

skills, which involve the réverse process. A review of research re-

()

vealed two studies dealing directly w1.th spelling at the college level.‘y

ke

Marksheffel (1959‘; measured 444 college freshmen on three variables to . <

';1‘

éam’ that .z.ntelrlgence is related to spelling .and aud.z.tory d.zscrim.z-

iy

(”i aatlon skJ.lls but that auditory discrimination is not a var.z.able that

—

affects spelling. HOWeVer, Magee (1969) emploged four ability measures
on fJ.fty—SJ.x college students,- fJ.ndJ.ng that phonics knowledge (as

measured on .the California -Phonics Sugrvey) is related to read:.ng com-

.

prehension, knowlédge of woxd meaning, and.also spe.l\ling. Inasmuch as

these two studies (1) utilizéd diffez:en‘t and sOmewhat dissimilar meas=~

v B
uring instruments,  (2) measured somewhat different abilities, and (3)

ar,z:ived at reselts that, when compa’red, are at best incorclusive if

'
-

not i‘r‘xsupport'lvb, they contribute only tangentially y the study at

A

*
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Experimental Research in College-Level Phonics .

[N

During the last forty years, however, there have been ten disser-
‘ »

tations and articles reporting studies that deal directly with phonic
analysis at the college/adult level. ‘ ! o
- 10 her hrly and intensive study of seventy-two college readers

'scoring at the twentieth percentile or below on the Iowa Silent Reading
- LN : '

v
) Test, Rogers (1937) employed phonics training on an experimental group
f . . t N N ~ s . ’

and otherwise studied a control group to arr:ive at f.ingiings that have .

fourld considerable and consistent corroboration in the research that

P
k]

followed., AmOng‘ her findings that focus on the topic of the presezit:
study is that a student's "mispronunciation of a word and lack of 5

comprehension #”‘Zits meaning go together 78% of ‘the time.” (p. 18)
She also found that phonics training significantly affected the

— 1

N experimental group ?y improving subj;ct’s scoras on pronunciatiop,
-~ oral re.:d.ing, and vocabulary measizr.ing ‘.iﬁstruments. ?ggers conclyded
) & that the deficient readers' she st:m:hed suffered re#g;ng dzsa):.il;t.les
at, least part.laLly bec&use of the.u' inability to aurally decode wr:.ting,
stating that ;;woozj,z;e.;ders in college have remainq& at an ele;u;ntary
stage of read.ir;g .m which many more words are moré easily recognized
;:S/";\f.f when presented auditorily'than when presented v:.sua.lly." (p 1)
: K il Threi}yq,ars 1atqz"‘[ arLzlj while studging -vanous age groups J.ncludmg\
T ~ " .
. /r f:a Lcolleqe‘ fres,;lmen sub-gr'oup,r Tiffin and McKinnis (\1940) used thc .
Sﬁ Stanfﬁg .Rea.d.mg Test to measute outccmes of the.ir expeument in phOn.ic
/. j anas,lgsis and*then offered the’ advice 'hat '*a"fp ram of readmg instruc=
"&:*“"‘ ”S“‘*- " : - . .h }

- ' ) : \\’
l1 L ’ ',{ (‘\ 25

e
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{ ‘reading in the-English language." (p. 32)

found indications of a positive relationship between phonetic compe~ -

'y

. ’ * - ‘P* ’ -
rd
~ « - .
. \ e - ~ 22
N ’ N s -
tion which does not, by direct .or indiredt instruation, yield a mastery, . .

'

o

of the principles of phonics is not accamplishing jts fuﬁ purpose.” "

3 .

(p. 192) S , .

The findings of Clarke (1'953) showed that,‘ for a group of 100 ;
’ ' ) N ' s Y

freshmen, phonetic aoility correlates significantly with gross scores

on the American Council on Education Psycholo%'gal Examination and
~ \

-

. ‘ ]

- -

tence and silent reading.compreheneion; . _ - N
Pa:rt of Cottrell's (1958) study involved 670 community college

students whose scores Qn a phom.cs test were found to correlate

sxgmficantly with the spelling and also v%éabull,ary sections of the

Cooperative English (C2) Test and the ling'uistic section of the American

Council on Education Psé;chological Examination. She concluded that

"‘ak‘:_ility in phonetic analysis is necessary but-not sufficient for.good

[

In an extensif'e, study, éB;own aﬁd Cottrell (:1963) administered the’
‘i 4 Y * P

Cal,z.forma Phonics Survey to 'community college freshmem (N=670) to

learn that seventy*-one percent of them exhibited slight to severe , ’
degrees of :phonic disablement. They also compared scores (N=600) on

the California Phonics Survey with scores on the Coogrative English

(C2) Readmg Test to find t)?at pﬂonic ability correlates highly with

vocabulary and reading comprehen’non skills, Finally, they studied 183
“3 - .
freshmen and learned that their phonic competence oorrolated (.01 level)

.4 L |
' with(t:he gint averages of students oompfled two yearg later. . -

Henney (1964) provided twenty hours of phonic irstruction to .,

'

. i YE )
‘ ’ , $10) . o




furﬁtlonally J,lllterate adults who 1ncreased theJ.r perfdrmance slgn.if.z-

L
. .

*tly in oral and silent reading and as measured .on two readmg scales.

-

Using four separate and d1screte measuring .instruments and prqx.ld-
- Ve

ing intensive 1nstrﬁcc;on. in phonlcs for undergraduate students (N=56) ,
Magee (1969) concluded' that phOnlc ablllty is related to better silent/
reating, spelling, and knowledge -of word mea}hng and that .mtens;ve _

instruction’ in phonics. at the college lfvel can produqe gaz.n .in phon-lc

.
I'd 2

knowledge.
G __/ .

_Comparing the wora\attack strategles of cluldren (N=32) and adults\"

(N=32), '‘Williams (1970) found indicat.ions that both groups used phonic

~. -
.

analysis in their processing.’ . A .
- : . ,

IS

Lowenthal (1971) studied the vocabulary knowledge of a populatign

’ - RN

of proficsent adult readers and learned that, if a word is part of ,:

. >

A . I

a phonological response, thus cor(oborati‘ng one of Rogers' (1937, p- .18)

findings. - S o , \
Finally, Littrell (1976) comp\a:ed\agqntrol ‘group (N-ls)' and anﬂ

experimental groupﬁwﬂ) to learn that. s-tudents compldting a typical

community college developmental reading course enjoyed significant

\

gains (.05-level) in phonic knowledge .ven"thoug}) no spec:.f.ic phonic

3 )
.

instru.ction was: provided them., ' .
. . a,
These ten studies, .most of which execute exper.unental research
- ﬁ ¢
designs, then appear to support the. positlon t.hat phon.ic coxnpetency

i+

among college and adult’ populatlons is (1) related and perhaps even

prerequisite ‘to reading, spel}ing, word recogn.ition-skills, (2) pre-

. . . 4
dictive of grade-point average and therefore success in college courses,
-~ o !

‘their fdmiliar acun.red vocab\zlary,' a'vigual dis'play of the word elicits ~
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|

jAs indicated in the' previous chapter of thisgtudy, the typical’

.

honics and College Readfng Programs 5

4 .
<
as one of the § mtegzes employéd in the mstruct.w.onal process. How-
b - ¢

eve;, a review of the_ literature' does reveal seven a{.tzcles and reports

college develo:?ental reading course does not inc phon.ics t.ra.ining'

]

. -

indicating that certain communi ty colleges do provide for some measure
l‘v < A .

of* phonic instruction, and. thesé atyp.igal instances are’ worthy*of"

% N
0

mention. ' ° .

A

Y
Brown (197q} and Q:ilmzan (1970) both descr.;.ba c0urses that concen=

trate on phOm.cs 1hstruct1¢m and er.ll, these courses being spec.lfi-

cally addressed to and designed for .spudents who evidence phom.c
. -~ -, -, . N M
disgblement. Three program gescriptions (Nelson 1962; Resmondo 1973;
X R ;"r R . rd
Sowande 1977) indicate that .instruct.iop in phonics is available as a

-

service to stuaent,s 'an&l as an &djunct %their programs' Finally, twd
‘ A

reports (Bloesser 1968; Young 1967) rt(ke .mention of instruction in
phonic ahalyszs im passing but do not make clear how much is provided
or how it is facilit,ated. Ead‘ bf these reports is expository in
nature, and nﬁne J.ncludes any d.lscussion of objective evaluation or
measures that are. indicative of ifprovement of students' phonic

t s

abilities.

-

s sy

o With‘the exception of ‘the reported research concerning audiaé and
spelling ig relationship to phonics and word recognition skills, the .

revie.t‘v of research concerning phonics as it pertains to college-level




pobu;ation leads to the Ffollowing éointg of Sgreement:v . '

- , ' : ' Y

R .

-- that the relationéhip between auditory and.visual skills in the

-

act of reading is a fundamental skill,

-=~ that both analytépél_and syqthetic methods of tedching word

¢ ¢ ¢

recognition skills are viable and effestive and that one shoudd
‘not be employed to the exclusion of the’other,

-= that develépmentailé and,typicallg auial/pral skills preceade

reading skﬁils in a Piagatian hierarchy, ’ .

s ) . ‘ 4
~- that many ‘community college students, although adequate or

highly proficient in aural/dral skills, are deficient in reading
and word recognition skills,

-- that phonic competency is related to word recognition skills and '

ssuccess in college courses, ’

v

that phonic skills can be acquired and applied by college' *

‘ )
students, T ' \\

that phonicé;instruction is not typically offered as a constitu-

. ent of or adjunct to the typical community«college reading

program, : - .
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AL : CHAPTER 3 " '
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¥ ° L
E . DESIGN OF. THE S@UDY :

‘ -
L, AL .
.Summary of the Purpose - ¥ \

It is apparent that many community college student are deficient R

A in read~ing skills and that ‘this &.isab.il.ity can often be attributed to

.. A
students' .i;zab.il.ity to aurally decode the language they are attacking.

Also, ‘there is sufficient indication that, while ¥he typical commungty

college does not give special attention to students with phonic dis-
4 ) ‘

abilities, many students enrolled ,\m such programs'or courses are

' '

phonically disabled. Therefore, this study was executed to learn \
- r .o
whether this typical developmental treatment effeqtive}y diminishes
- . ' s "
college students'’ phonic d@sabilitie‘s]

. -~

'

o - ) The Sample : —

«  The samples were selected fram the student constituency of. El
o ,

Camino .Cc‘zllege, Cai.iforng’.a, a large '(29,000) single&rampus," comprehen-

»

sive, urban community college. ,The total -populaéian being studied

consisted of fourteen developmental reading and .developmental writing

v M -

‘classes taught during the sixteen-week spring’semester and also the six-

-

week summer session of the 1977 schoé; year. I;hese'claézses were con= *
; ; , .

ducted by nihe different instructors. Eleven of the classes were .

conducted during day hours, and three were held during night hours,

- <. o . . .
. r&&ecting approximately the day=-night r*io in wg&cb these classes are -

.
t

(

26 '
34 ,

v,
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. y ‘ > -
- : : -
. .

typically offered. Nine of the classes were conducted during spring

1977 semester, and five were conducted during the 1977 summer session,
rd J‘ l ’ s
!'ratlo which'is not closely reflectlve‘of the typical ratio. of these

.

offerihgs. However, thls acchmmadation and selecthn was elected ‘to

.

secure a sufficient number of summer session (short-term) measures to

> -

provide adeqdate data for meaningful statistical camparison. It also

¢

s?zquld be noted that all classesl were conducted by full-time te+red

.
-

AR . L
faculty whose teaching experiéence in such clagses ranged from six to .

e
*

fifteen years. -
L Students in the experimental group were 'those taking six Engiis#

2R (developmental reading) classes (total N=212). Course selection

3

being facilitated by a’ cémputer-managed course selection process,

N students are assigned to or counseled .into thesa.classes on the basis

of'ﬁheir total percentile scores and their percegtile reading sub-test

/‘ ., Scores as measuréd on the New Purdue Test in English. (A detailed !
\ L ==

//// describtion and evaluation of this compdter-managed course assignment

/ N

‘i

s process 1is reported in Elmg{en, Kerstiens and McCoard (1967) and
. ’ ,Kerstiens (1970).) Addltlonfily, these students were taught by. instruc- ;
tors who confirmed that thei?‘instruetional strategies were such that

their courses conformed to the definition of a typical college develop-=

.
’

"mental reading course. Therefore, the expeiimental group can be
~
assumed to be }easonably genaralizable éa;ce both the students invelved

and the treatment employed are typicai of those that fIqurish at opher

community colleges. Thus, this condition contributes to the study's

’ external va;ldity¢/v ) - e
7 b »
. ® The conf/el ngup consisted of eight Ehglish A (devalopmental
Ll -

" ¢ i . [ P ’ I
e )

. g - -

T ' Lo ‘30 , '
N e

v ® .
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¢

writing) classes (tbtal N=257). Students were assigned-to these classes

(4

, SO . ‘ :
based upon their total percentile scores as measured on the New Purdue
o .

Test in Englis}' these students scoring between the seventeenth (17th)

imd fifty-seventh (57th) percentiles, local norms (Elmgren, Kerstiens, . )
- . - N - : " ! ’ E

and Mctoard (1967j.and Kerstiens (1970)). These students were taught
. M ’ ‘ \ . -

by instructdrs who confirmed that- their instructional strfz‘teg_ies were

L)

4

such that.-their courses conformed to ﬁhe definition of a tggica‘lﬁ college

developmenx:’al writing course. - " g .
. 3 g_‘ .

Further, smca students’ in *the contro.l group w@ takmg the course .
. ! X*(, N

as typical expectat.lon durmg their ear.ly exposure fo do.l.lege (seventy-
[ N
five percent of students are exposed to the course), certgm assymp-

. / N 3" .

tions can be made about the group’s serving as a reliable*and valid
. ¢

control. First, these students were participating in the college

3

experience and were maturing. or undergoing "academic aging” at the same .
. T

time intervals as the experimental group. Second,~control group stu- '

dents arid experimental groué students ‘were those, wiose total percentile
seeres'ranged from the severrteenth to the fifty-sevéflﬁ perc'enti.le.‘

.

¢

}
Therefore, the contro.l group can be consEered as cg:parab.le to the

‘experzmental group since .1t is representative of . developmem:al.ty~ iden-

tified st'udents engagmg_.m the total college experience while not
ehgaging in the experience dérived in a developmental reading course.

-
v . . ~ .
»

X »
"

The Design - ' »

>

The thrz;st_pf the present study can be considered as both evalua-

13

tive and experimental. Inasmuch as both the control and experimental

groups that participated consisted of intact classes, md‘;ccausa




[ 4

.

P

”~
'fbre, the basic design of the study was a quasi-exg;rimental zeseargﬁv'

_J )
: - S D -

-

neither students nor treatments were manzpulabed in order to gather j

data.or arrivé at fzndlngs, the study 1s evaluative in nature. TherJ-

/

design of the "ex post facté"'mode described by Campbell and Stanle
(1963). ‘The intent”of this model is to equate experimental and coptrol

.

groups dfter the fact by matching them on characteristics found b#éore

the treatment and then cbmparfng these groups on variables that m@y

- .

obtain after specific treatment and non-treatment. But to the extent

that certain instructional and ability variables are measured and
compared to arrive at new, corroborative, or dissenting findings with
. ” )

respect to students’ bhonic disdbilities, the study can also be con-

-~

sidered experiﬁbntal in nature. However, the fact that, with the

*
exception of the pre-post testing process, no "new” manipﬁlative or:
interventional measures were implemented may contribute tb the internal
3

validity of the study by minimizing experiment errprs associated with

student-instructor over enthusiasm or other Hawthorne effect biases.

ne '
Also, .it should be noted that students were informed and assured that

test scores would not affect thef& grades and that individual scoiSs_
a .

_ would not be divulged to their instructors.

~

Therefore, no single classical experlmental design could be//’\

\

lected to perform this study. Rather, four guasi-~experimental designs

were sequehced and integrated inh four stages irn order to effect the
purfoie of the study.
. s A
Stage One -
The One~Group Pre-Post Design was used for the first stage of the

.37




A

\ R 4 B

study. During the first week of the semester, and summer session, all

. , ntrol az;d expermental groﬁp students, were administered I-‘orm 1, )

s

/ o - M Lo
Calzforqz.a Phom.cs Surveg, h@femafter ret'!rred to as CPS. Dunng the

last:‘week of the semester and summer session, ali c0ntrol and exper.i-
N I~

mental group student; were administered Form 2 of the CPS. Data derived

AY

) from’ th se measu{eznents Xere treated separately for 'each group using the

t-test $Statistical technique, to learn whether either, neither, qr poth
groiz'bs enjoyed sig'nifi'ca.nt (.05 level) phonic growth during 'the time
invten{al.é o - * ' ‘

. P .
J Stage Two o . ‘s

To learn whether the experimental group's mean e.x'perience signifi-

I »" 0
cantly exceeded the control grpup's mean experience, .a Two-Group Pre=

¥
Post 'Design was used inasmuch as group expenences were compared. The '

Walker-Lev t-test of two dz.fferences statistical techm.que (Walér and

- . Lev 1953, p. 153) was emgloyed for thisg purpose espec;.ally because -t}y.s %
- N , -
technique takes into acc0unt any differences in pre-test mean Scores s

Q

expenenced. by the grwps‘r.ympqred. Critena for significance was set &&.

, at the .05 1eve1 of .acceptance.” '_ I
@

']
AN ) ’ hd
Stage Three U ;’

*
fo implement the 'third stage of this study, a Randomized B]ock

Design was employed. This stage was implemented in order to learn.

(1) the effect the experimeitil treatment (deVelopmental reading) would

- have on different types or classifications of students, (2) the effect .

A short-term course would have as comparéd with-a full-semester .course,
4 " .

‘ , and ‘(3) whether a student's degree of phonic disablement 1s related to

—

R o3




. i L) ‘ : 1Y
’ . ’ * -

or predictive of his success (grade) in a developmental reading course...

First, subjects in,thg‘experimental group were divided into cate-

A

' gories to learn whether sex is a factor that affects‘phéﬂic ability gnd
: k]

)

=]

the degree to which sex may affect increase in phonic ab%}ities. Mean
LI 4

¢ —

. 7 . . N v N .
pte-post test scores for male and female stpdgnts were compared using

\

the Walker-Lev t-test of two differences teghnique and the .05 level of

’

confidence tas elected as the criterion of acceptance.
Second, previpus reseavgh involving gain comparisons between short-
. ‘ —~— »

term égé,longerrterm developmental reading courses gives rise to the

question whether such instructional time vasgiables will similarly”

affect increase in the phonic abilities of students. For instance,

" Taschow (1968) compared gains of students completing two otherwise

L d

identical fifty-four, hour courses designed to incredase vocabuldry,com-
prehension, rate, and study skills. One course met five days a week -
. - ’ ' X

for ten weeks; the other course met two days a week for twenty weeks.

-

Pre- and poS&-testing on the Nelson Denny Reading Test, Forms A and B,
. e

. i : o
-~ .
revealed that the, short-term course was as effective as the long-term

. ' [N w/ &
course.. Again, Ilika and Longnion (i977)&&ompared twé adult develop-

mental reading groups, each receiving thirty-three hars of instruction

.
\

but one group completing its ihstruct)op=during a‘five and a half week

'period'and the other during an eleven week period. Pre~ and post—testing

(S

on the Nelson Denny Reading Test and the McGraw-Hill Basic Skill Systems
-—3r————ﬂ—-w———-———f—-———g——-—-

Test indicated no significant difference between tife gains in reading
- o z

rate-and comprehension of the two groups. Tﬁerefoxe, 1; the present

~

study, students completvgg-sbort-term developmental readlng‘classes were

comparod wzth those takzng semaster-length cl’!ses to learn whcthar

~

-




Y

these imstPuctional .time variables affect the j;hog:{'é abilities of stu-

dents‘six;:_ilarly or dissimilarly. The Walker-Lev t-test of\ twd diffexr—#

ences statistiéalfechnique was employed in this sub-study, and the
} ' . R 4 ' T
.05 level of confidence was selected as, the criterion of acceptance.
‘Third, to learn whether there aré differérces in day dewelopmental
reading inStructiof and night J".nstruct_ion, data concerning students
were divided accordingly and gtatistically compared in the same manner
and according to the same criterias &s followed in the short-term vs.
. , . - »
semester-length sub-study._ _ . T

.
-

Fourth, prevj'.ous research, indicating that. phomic abiliﬂ is™

- » z ‘
related to and predictive of success in tollege.courses (see Brown and

Cottrell 1963), gives rise to thes question whethef a yudent's‘iggrea
. [} T
of phonic disablement is related to his success in a deve)opmental .

-

‘readimg course. Thexefore studgnts were d.iaidéd’aécording to their .

pre-~test scorées into th'ree categdries: somewhat disébled, .se.'rio'usly
¢ Y, N ”.

disabled, and grossly disabled (Brownand Cott;ell,.;l963). Then stu-

dents so ‘gentiﬁsd@nd clasqified&re)coinpated with their earned
. p ] )

grades in e developmental reading classes, using the chi-square statis-

tical techknique and using the .05 fével as the criterion of atceptance.
— . .

- .

P

% . . / .

[y
£ A s

‘. Y ¢ ' ) . )
Stagé Four AR .

. . -

N . - - . -
To learn whether developmental reading students' dropout experience
. v , \
is related to their experience on the phonics- pre-test, a simple Pre-
. N » as -
-» . . .
TeSt Two-Group Design was utiliged. Students who had dropped \ﬂsom ,~

the dev8lopmental reading course (N=71) ﬁrq 1assigned to theLDropou ;e
. [} ! B L »

Group. Théir pre-test mean scores weie compared with th*meani scores

. .
N .




of those students complétlng the develo}_:méntél read:ing' course (experi-
~ ~
mental group (N=106)), usJ.ng the t-test statistical technique and .

electing the 4,05 level of s1gn1f1cance as the cra'.terion ‘of acceptance”

. = .
. Hypotheses L3 ) Lo
fs " . P Y
” . .
ThreeOma jor and f;.ve minor hypotheses were tested. .
. Te— . . ,

IR ‘ $ L
Major Hygotheses N & T » LT~ :

1 (l) Thera is no s1gn.1f.1cant dJ.fference between thegn%an perform=-
- A ] -
e ances of’the developmentaMadJ.ng class st:udents ('experi- '

~ L]

- . mental group) on Ehe pre= and post-tests of phon.ic ability. K

- - +
[ 4 4

(2) There is_no srzz_:ficant difference betwaen tlv mean perform-

2L ances 'af develomental wr.l.tu_zg class ﬂudegts (control group).‘

v
. * .on‘~the 23‘re- and post-tests of phonic abxlitg. \

’

/ (3) There are no slgnlflcant\ d1fferenc~es between the-mean, perfgrm-
Y

‘¢° . - ances of students ,with.phon.ic diéabllit.ies enrolled i ng

classes (*perimental group) ‘and those enroiled in a wr g '

class (control group) on a post-test: »of phonic abil.r.ty when

, " ’ —
thre two. groups are statisgically eguated with respect to a
" phonics pre<test.< . ) ™ o oo ‘Q\
’ ) . > « Tt A . . S : " . r
. . H - ° ’ ’ '
Minor Hggothfses - , - RN ’ \‘
.. (4) ‘There is no significamt difference :between the medn perfo:m- .
- " /- *
. . " anies of male and female‘ developmental reading class st ents

ri

! % .

_..en the pre- and po;t-tests of phohic (bility. P - .
1(5) There 18 no slgnlhcant difference between the mean perfom-

.

v

ances oﬁstudents co?apzleting a shoqt-tem dovelopmental

¢
e




| test, it measures phonic al:u.lity on’ seVenty-five tes{ items and in ° ' .

g 'eight 1ge:é'égones. - -7 R P

.-, B ‘Coisonant-Vowal Révegsals
o >

»
»

reading class and g full-bemester* developmental reading qlass

én the pre- and post~tests of phonic ability.

(6) There is no Anificant difference between the mean perform—
ances of 'students takmg a night and day devolopmental read-
- v :
- 4 .

- . - ’
-ing cour'se on the pre~ and post-test of phonic ability.,

- (7) There is no s.lgnificant difter‘ence between the grades earned

- -

by students completing a developmental reading course and .the

. % deagree of phonic disablement indicated by their pre-test'
: 2
A s ‘onaa. test-of phonic a\hiii'ty: ’ R ¢!

N ™
| . . Ve . ;
%(8)" Th is w0 significant differenc' between’ the mean perform
’ 8 N = . “~ ’ - s -
' ances of the propdut Group and the experimental group on the
) ‘o ’ + @ - v ! "*. ‘. - . ’
. pre-test of onic ability.. . - . . -
‘ LIS ; - ‘ B , . . f : ‘. . .
R L SN
s s Imstrument ‘\ .

’ .
. 2

The California Phonics buveg (1963), I"brms"l an& 2, was used as -

s : )
. o 4

. . . s . " )
' thé primary moaauri instrumoht in tﬁs Btudy. Tbis test contains six’

4
section.s, all but the last of wﬂich is administered orqlly as stndents

s
respond to written, a‘lternatives OB the response form A comprebenSive

LY - ,

u

- Section I ~Vowels» : - -0 ~ . :

A'.' Long-sI;o t vbwel qonfus.ubn _- C

L p: Other. vokel oonfus.lon ’ " .

\
. ’
. . R { -

Section II Con nanté . v ‘ N ‘o .

» \d
L] ’ -~

- .
\ A, Confusion with Blends and Diagraphs .

\

« f




¢

Section III Configurat-ion ) . . o

.ectioh“IV Endings (Suffixes) ) . 1/
- . . /

Section V Negatives and Opposites - /
L] . . ,

L
Section VI Rigidity
This test was elected as the instrument to measure phonic ability

for a number of e rimez-;téjlly efficient as well "as pradatic geasons.
. . D ] .

Firet of all, the test was field-tested and normed on college~adult

papu.iations a} well as populations in the lower, middle grac‘les,‘and high

school., Consequen y it is more vdlid for older popt;.lations than most

-other tests of pjionic abi.iity which are geared to and normed on elem=

Seconci, mosf§ of the related research relevant to

"phonics at the collwge level involves CPS measurement; therefore, the

relat.lonsh.lp between t}us study and, others 1s facilitated. Third, CPS

=

is an effic.ient testing instrument inasmuch as "it is designed for group

»

9 :
as well as individual testing, while many of the other phonlc surveys

are individually administered. Fourth, the format of the response
o . . /.
forts. is such that students' responses can be com;auter scored. F.mally,

.

( the' test is untimed and therefore does not occasion test ‘errors or

|

¢
.mcomple\e r’esponses that attend instruments in which speed of percep-

\tion is a factor.

| ' 43 _—

ey ’

. ' -\-A‘;"O

.




- ~ , CHAPTER 4
4 .‘. -7

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

_ » [ ¢ s

’ ’

The “totql population bein§ studied consisted of stt‘zde'nts enrodled

Data Collection Procedures

in E“giish 2R (developmental reeding) and E‘ngIJ.sh A (developmental

*writing) courses during the sixteen-wee'k spring semester’ andc the

. six-week summer session of the 1977 school year.‘ourt,een classes -
were 'studied: six English 2R ‘classes and eight English A cle.'sses.
The test'inf and dropout experience of 'tbese‘gr&lps togetber with the :

("‘data relating to their experience when, purPOSefu]. sorting was imposed\,

©

/ ! . v
appears in' Tg.ble i B c T -

- -

As ‘theﬂdata in Table 1 show, 212 E’nglisb 2R and Wsh A

student} were pre-:g‘i{ed on FOrm 1, cbs. This measurement

k place

i’qring the first week and. the, second meeting of every class.

% The

N i?, . seaohd meeting wAS elec‘ied as the pre-testing session to allow for

1 L]

¥, gtudent schedu“rg changes and therefore to p,rovide\a more stable testing

. ipopulation.‘
. .
C During the ‘course -of each sempster and summet session, seventy-one
' . . ¢ , . ‘
r" stuldents withdrew from -Englis): 2R classesr ‘twenty-six students were
. »

- ’ A

,

el iminated from the study when it was 1earned tha¢ they were coe’nrolled

in qn English A class; and nine students were eliminated because their
4

'

Scores on the CP’ indﬁated that tn aexhibi ted no indication of phanic

L
2
> P

»

. é 36 u -
( o “‘ I - . : ‘ " ’
. . 'Y = 0 44 .

L]
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,/‘ . ; ) T - & ‘v . :: I °
";’ ‘ ‘j~:€_~r i '- ' \..; * ®
A [ - .{ , > \ -» ]
— . ’ s *
J‘*"L}; L. T, * .
rE Fiss MY A
. "> * Q{;:‘}: R v : : 4‘
(‘, "%\; '\- . P . D
SR .
', ¢ . ! E) > - . . - -
TABLE 1 .. | N
' . Testing, Dropout; and Sorting Experience . .
. .. o Measured Population (N=ﬁ59) ’
- ’ ' .
= * & » . - ‘
e Initially i Coenrolled Not Phonizlly Completed,
_ Enrolled and and Eliminated- Disabled and Course’ and .
Class - Pre-Tested Dropout From Study Eliminated From Study Post-Tested e
- ® ’ o Lo - , o ‘ i .
0 ] ‘ , .
[ 4 B \ * .. 3
LA ¥y~ 2 N .1 ¥y "% N X N
L] - ' ’ - b , , ¢ M ’ v - ‘0
English 2R 212 (100.0) 71 (33.5) a 26 (12.3) 9 (4.2) .106 (50.0) P ' /
English A 257 (100.0) 103 (40.0) 26 (10.1) 15. (5.8) 113 (44.0) . T
- ’s L * ' ’
'} 2A -
* i \ » . A:& ' A\ \\ ¢
) . R ... . —°\ "
- ' Vs ) ’
r . ] ‘ '
E o and " ¢
. 1 B
— ~ '_« ‘“ ~
4 J . H N
- . 2 , ‘46 .
7 < LY
’ . ¢ * R “ , . R . .
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disablement% Thus, 106 of these students completed the course and were:-

post-tested on Form 2, CPS, during the last week of tbe semester or,
) .

summer session. ThlS group, after experiencing attrition and al’b'the

" sorting process designed to optimize, the study's internal valzdlty,.
- - . A .

. comprlsed the experlmental group (N=106). N~
‘ ' Data collecting procedures fat students enrolled 1n English A

A

< ’ ' classes were executed in like manner. The number .mit:.a'lly enrolled . o
" and being pre—tested was 257; 103 stqunts wuthdrew; twenty-slx were
coenrolled and therefore eliminated; fifteen students were measured'as
phonically adequate and eliminated; and 113 students completed the

course and wera post-tested. ?his'group, then, comprised the control .
* 14

&
group (N=113).

- .

A1l student CPS ansyer forms were submitted for computer scoring.

Scores were assigned and matched to students'’ identificatiOn numbers .

1
on collating sheets which also appropriately reflected the students'

(1) class category (English 2R or English A); (2) term of course (short

- ¥ -

term or full semester}, (3) time of course {day or .night); (4) degree

‘

\\\ei\?honic_diSab;Ement (some, serious, or grossy; (5) sex (male or
female); and (6) grade received in course (A, B, C, or D}.- (n3 of 2 .
2 . grades were assigned).. Then the pre-test scores for students grigi-
- nally enrolled jn English 2R classes but who had dropped the course
. (Dropout Group) were gathered 2nd matched-with student identification s -

numbers. Next the data were keypunched, verified, and submitted for

4 computer analysis. Data derived fr thase analyses provzded the

- numbers, percentages, ne;ns, -] ard deviatians and cell distrlﬁ'h‘;ns

‘




-

A

fb. ‘ - L D39

.
that appear in appropriate, tables that are listed in the findings.

K}

F;indings -
. The data and the tables that appear in this section'are organized
so that they con:Qspond to the sequential order of the sight hypotheses

incorporated in the study's design.

There is no significant difference between the

]

Hypothesis .i:
mean performances of the developmental,reébing class stu-

wdents (E:;perimentalé Group) on the pre= and post-tests of

3

phonic ability. . .

In order to accept or' reject this hypothesis, the t-test of

-

stdnificance statistical tech.m.que was mplemem:ed and as evidenced

A

-

Significant at the..05 level

\

in Table 2.
TABLE 2 -
Comparison of Pre= and Post=Test Scores .
For Experimental Group . ’ o
“‘- i ————
’ . N 'Mean SD

*| Pre-Test 106 54.83 10.53

Post-Test 106 57.96 9.80 -

These data indicate that the Experimental Group exberienced a mean

) . s -
3.13 point gajn during tke term of the develdpmbntal reading course

.

Ye -

wi

At




<
h of coan.dence. Tberefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected. )
Hypoéhesis 2: There is no significant* difference between ;
s . the mean performances of developmental writ.ing class stu-
1
- dents (Control Group) on the—pre- and post-test.s of phom.c
,Z . » L #
abzifcy.; -, L,
1] A «..‘ -
L, A’ [ . ar
- ot ¢ o : by "
N //' The t-test statistical ‘technique was also employed to test this
r s
’/ //' // .
. ,hypothesis and as shown in Table 3. Y
el T \ AR '
St L TABLE 3
» ‘;‘ -
' . Comparison of Pre- and Post-Test Scores .
For Control: Group _ \ .
) . o - o R
\ T ,
. - N Mean SD
X . c ;
T Pre-Test 113 - 54.06 10.38
%, i Post-z'est 113 56.92 9.18
\‘7’ ;i f/‘ ) ) ~ ’ .
W/ jf?’“ - — . .
> P R Significamt at the .05 level . - .
2 . /v///, ~ \ ) . N
S/ -t L J;‘ . ‘
E B R ' .
o a");hse déta .de.cate that the Control Group experienced a mean 2. 86
/ poiﬁt ga.m duzung the term of the develoyneﬂ!ﬂjliting course and that
s Aw] . \

S

+

-

this difference 'is also statistically significant at the .05 level of

J ,
v confi dence..

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was rejected.

s

v L

Hypothe®#® 3: There are no gignificant differences between

.

‘the mean performances of 'students with phonic disabilities

, )
, | &y

R

.
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.

' ‘&éﬁig;led in rqading classes (Experimental Group) and those

énrolled in a writing class (Control Group) on a post-test’

of phonic ability when the two groups are statistically

~equated with respect to a pre-test.

-
.

_— To test this hypothesis,'the Walker-Lev t-test of two differences

statistical technique was implemented and as displayed in Table 4.
. ‘ )
> E
4

" TABLE 4 .

Pre- and Post-Test Score Comparison
Of Experimental and Control Groups

‘Mean

Pre-Test, Exp. Gp. : 54.83 10.53

-

Pre-Test, Cont. Gp. ; 54.06 10.38

Pogt-Test, Coﬁt. Gp. 56.92° 9.18

t=0.025  Not Significant

The: data reveal a mean pre-test score difference of «77 of a point

. \ ‘ - -
bétween the experience of the Experimental and Control groups. When
the groups' mean point gains. are compared, there is only-.27 of a

point difference in favor of th; Control Groap. And application of the
formula that takes into account these differences together with some-

what aberrant variapjices in standard deviatiSBD yields a t value

inqicating nonéiign;f;cance. Tbéretbre, éypoﬁbasil 3 was accepted.

hadi 8
¢ [ J

- 5307

’,
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'
)

,'f !

\ .f g o ¢ . . .
Consequepntly, this‘comparison Weveals that the .27 CPS mean point ga‘in

-

enjoyed by the Experimental Group over that of the Control Group is
.essentially negligible and statistically not significant

’

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the

mean performances of male and female developmental reading

class students on the pre- and post-tests of phonic abilit$}.

-

The data in Table 5 were subjected to the Walker~Lev t-test of two

v
I

differences statistical technique.

TAB'LE 5'§ ‘ , e
. ) v
Pre~ and Post-Test Comparison of Male
And Female Scores, Experimental Group . RE
‘ - N Mean SD
Pre-Test, Males 50 52,96 '~ 9.95
) _Post-Test, Males 50 55.10 .8.88 |
Pre-Test, Females 56 56.42 . 10.56
' Post=-Test, Females 56 60.57_ - = 9.78
; C .

. t=,84  Not Significant
-

*

The data-show that the mean CPS point gain for males Was 2.l14 and for

females 4.15, indicating a difference of a 2.0l mean poift gain in

favor of the female students. However, the,statistical comparison

yielded a t value of .84, w%ch is' not statis.ti&'allﬁ significant, and
. ]

-~

* Hypothesis 4 was accepted. e )
- - . ‘.

N

-




Hypothesis 5: Theré is no significant difference between the -

mean performances of students completing a short—term devel-
+ . M .

opmental reading class and a full-semester developmental *

reading class on the pre- and post-tests of phonic ability.-
/ . . ’ .
. *

To test this hypothesis, the data in Table 6 were subjected to the

1

~ o
 Walker-Lev t-test of two differences formula.

TABLE 6 .

Pl

Pre- and Post-Test Score Comparison of Short-Term
and Full-Semester Students, Experimental Group

\) .

Pfé-Test,\Short-Term
Post-Test, Short-Tern

Pre-Test, Full-Semester

Pos t-Test, Full Semester

Al

t=1.22 Not Significant

The data revealed that students comp&iting a short-term (six-week summer

. session)- developmental reading class experience a-mean CPS point gain
L 4 - -

. -of 2.36. Students taking the fhll-semeqter course gain 3.53 points,

such differefice ind{catj’y-a'l.l7‘meah poiﬁ?vgain in favor of the

gtudents attending an ensére semester. This diffexence did not prove
4§ - . .

_to be statistically significanf, however, and Hypothesis 5 was

ey

accepted. ~




>

- Hybothesis 6: There is no significant difference between:

1 the mean performances of students completing a night and .o

day developmental reading course on the pre- and post= - g

(4 " .
test of phonic ability. e . A

&
¢ The t-test difference formula was aga.m employed to test t*

hypotheszs and as displayed in Table 7. b
h 5 N
N C e w M
TABLE 7 : 2 - -
L ' Pre- Post-Test, Day Student - Night Student - -
_spz‘e Tomparison, Experimental Group . .
N o N : - .7 -
N Mean SD .
~Pre-Test, Day 78 54.91.  10.68 | .* .
Post=-Test, Day 78 . 58.15 .+ 989 )
v : h .
' , , ’ X .- . s
Pfe-TeSt, nght * 28 5.8 10.16 > .
4 /‘ ""
& . i . - .
t=,34 - Not- Significant . o .7 -

- ' - . . [
This compdrison reveals that the mean CPS gain of the day students' was

3.24 points while-students-taking night classes showed a mean gain of 3.57
po.int:s, ind.icat.ing a net ga.ib of .33' points in. favor of night studerits, '
. . e

but. not enough to yield statistzcal],g s.:.gnif.zcmt d.ifference. There- '

- fore, Hypothesis 6 was accepted. ~ . - . L .

‘ .
\ S . .
-

- - 4 Al

Hypothesis 7: There is no significant dzéfference between the

graées earned by students completing a de'veloj’ment;al.read'iqg




- K J . > '{ ;
« course and the degree o@honic digablement indicated by
& S . N '
. , thelr pre-test scores on a test of phonic ability. - .

. £ £

. -~ Data reléft.mg to this sub—study are found in Table 8.
Y , L .-
. - .-

Y : A
bmz.ze , .

<—'

.
$

Comparison of ‘Students’ Degree of, Phoriic Disablement apd )
e . Grades Earned in a Developmental Reading Class (N=101)- . ~

. ;o o ,,

. ¢
A CO a 4 8 | ¢

.
"

. Some Disablement T 17 13 14

- . Serious Disablamedt 9 <1077 18 N .
. M ‘ N . ¢ -] -
. - éross Disablement 4.3 7 .10

Chi~-Square=5.015 Not Significant, -

. ‘ ‘
f v

K It .can be noticed -Fhaq%f g»dfsplays' .the graole Histribut:)?bn j:'or

students wha, at the onset of the course, evidenced different degrees

- S 4
~ k]

of phonic disablement. Students ClaSSJ.fJ.ed as having "Some.Disablye-

ment" scored between‘58-and 9 on, the CPS‘re-fest; those classified
_-h
as."Serious" scored between 46 and‘57; and those clesszfied as "Gross”

.
.« - . . - »

- scored at '45 or belgw.. (These 'olassift:a.tion.s arg identified, and -

. ) ‘'verified in Brown and~ Cott.tell (1963, p. 17).) ‘Also, it is ndted”- “ o “

that fivg students i&'ho earnéd,"’D" gracgs ‘weré plcluded from' this .

. ’ ' '%:.

_+ distribution% Such was necessarg smce J.ncluding these grades occa=~ RN

= . sioned vacant cells and therefore was not compatible ‘with-the chi- L .

0y

' square Statistlcal model employed/ in d%ﬁ ub-study. Although it c:an
L 4

.

{
» be noticed tha‘t those students evidencing the Aleast degree of phonic .




disablement we';'e th‘oSe that ea‘rned theﬁh.igher propor.tion of "A" and

"B" grades, ne!‘iertheless, apgllcatzon of the clu-square formula
\ -

yifelded a chz-sQuare value of 5.02, which J.S not s.igaiflcant.. There=

fore Hypothe51s 7 was accepted, because the degree of students‘ .impazr-

. “ 'Y

+ ment does not correlate w.xth their' grades 1n the reading development

z

class at ,the leyel of acceptance asmgned to Hypothes.is 7. ' ‘
A R L] i R ‘ s S
ngothes;s g TIM is no significant d'ifferetice' between “the °
4 . :
}n.an performances of the DrOpout Group and¢he B'xper.imental

.E Group Omn the pre~test of ‘phonic ability.

In Table 9 the pre-test experiericdfof these stu 'completing
the developmental 'aead.ing class is compared with the pre-test .exper-
. & ‘J - ™ Q . :
ience of studsnts who dropped the class. The t-test of significance

statistical techn.iQue was applied to these data.

« &
. g < . 'TABLEP'

f e

COt;rparison of Pre~Test Medn Score's
Of Experimental and @ropout Gro}:ps

'

4

e 4

Mean

E'xpe'r.imental\Group'_ . - ‘54.’8._3
'Dropout Group . -7 49.4¢;

L . ’
“» 2. ¥ .

' L . ., L’ - -
4=3.10  Significan
L] .. ~ - '. . - Pl

. - L4 .0
As r aled in Ta 9, Q:he pre-test mean score-of the Exper.imenta??._\

%oup (1y-10§) exceeds tha‘u of the Dropout Groqp/‘(‘y-n) & 5.43 points.
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o

Fad

%

»d-c

Thzs gam constitutes a greater point spread betweeq comparable variables ’

1evez of significan’ge than'was assigned as the crzter._ion for accept-
‘ BT Y

telqted to the ezght null hypotheses tested, a juma.ry of the esgential

>

Fal

»

-

S8

Since the objective fzndmgs gzeIded by this study’ are directly

L

{

.

o

L "jnce. .. Therefere, Hypothesis 8 was rejected;" ,
-l:' ,

Summary of F.it;sdi}zgs

.

’

fmdmgs are J.J.sted in the following ordef

“

’ ]
Major Hypotheses

HypotMesis 1:
Hypothesis 2:
Hyé:othesis 3:

Minor Hypotheses

’ -
- Hypothesis 4:

~ . Hypothesis 5:
Hypothesis: 6:

|
Hypothesis 7:

~-I{ypothes.is._. 8:

rejected

' rexcted

- accepted -

.
'

accepted
a_ccepted -
ac:ce pted )
accep~t‘ed

rejected

»

-

’

~

This d.ifference is significant at th‘e w01 level of canfidezica, a higﬂer

than was*exper;enced by other !_ﬂ:oups coznpared in a.u ot:her sub-studles. .
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
N -
» ’ ‘
Review o,f_%ackground, Significance, and
’ ' Design of the Study ‘

-

The review of the professional l¥terature discussed in the first

4

two chapters of this study revealed practices, attitudes, and conditions

concerning various aspects of word recognition and phoric skills. Also,

N ) ) )
. this review focused on \bral/aural aspects of college/adult students’

reading disabilities as well as the treatment a student receives in a

typical community college developmental readihg course or program..
* . .
"F_irst of all, it was noticed that: the .objectives as well as the

. methodologies apgplied in most developmental reading programs have not

& P . .,.
changed éssentially during the last forty-six years. Second, it was

establisiied that the typica » llege-level dex_re:lopmental reading ‘progm{
. . -

hudack

is designed with an‘emphasis on the development of .comprehension,

vpcabular;g, study skills, and reading rate and coptinues'to ignore
. . . - . ‘t
X L \ CE
’ phom‘c'sl as one gf the instructional strategies employed to treat disabled
4, N C ’

-

readers. Additidnally, there is everg 'indication that the training

oy » ™
. and competency’ of reading instructors ¥&;not sufficient for them to -

‘provide instructien in phonics, even if such treatment-were deemed d'es’z;-\
4 .
- o I
" able. Again, it was shown that a signifioant proport’ of community
college students can be identified as phonically disablgl and that this




4
-

3

. v T

sl

impairment  i% so fundamental as to adversely affect their }1) efforts -

to. improve their reading skills and .(2) success in the college curricu-

-~

1um.“ -i‘inallg, it waj established that, while the typical community

. ‘oo]'.lege does not give special attention to students with phonic disa-

. b%,\ ﬁl students ‘enrolled in de’velopmental read.mg programs or

courses can be identified as phofzcally dJ.sabled. -

.
Therefore, this study was designed and executed with the primary |

purpose of :learh.ing whether this typical developmental treatment signif-
icfantly diminishes col.iege students’ phonic disab‘flities. Its secondary

and related objectives were to learn whéther (1) sex, (3)- durdtion of
’ ’ ’ ; ) -
gourse, (3) time: of_ day, or (4) students'.degree of phonic disablement,

)

. - ~ ‘ . Q . . . . °
were variables related to any decrease in thelir phonic dJ.sabJ.lities or

-

their success in a developmental reading course as measured by grade

“~

achieved. A final and related objective was to learn wh

drppout
in the developmental r.@\dmg cour‘se was rela‘ted to or con &

?
the degree of students"phonic ‘disablement.

) ¥
4  To provid®e focus for the study desidn, eight null hypotheses were

formulated and then tested’wi.th results as indicated in Chapter 4 of

-

this study. Conclusions based zfpon these results follow. .

-

.

. Concl usigns

Hypothesis 1l: There is no significant difference between the .
; "

mean performances of the developmental readmg class stu-

R -

dents (Experimental Group) ory the pre- and post-tests of

‘phagfc ability. ) ) L .o 4

'
S .

Hypothesis 1 n;es rejee?:ed. The 106 students who were identified as

- -

A




L3

phomcallg dJ.sabled on the.C'PS and whd had completed a course in

3

developmental .reading per.lenced a mean point gaJ.n of 3,13, bioh J.Sj - )

significant at the . level.. Th;erefore, even thou

- -

these students : )

had not received specific instruction in aural decoding s
nevert};eless» experieéced statist;lcaily measurab.l'e' improve;zlent in’' their ' .

- - " phonic az"nalgsis skills. Thus, J.t can be conc.l'uded that to thé extent -
that mtervenmg variables did not .obt:rude, ‘studentg completing a‘ _
ﬁ typical communitg college developmental #eading cou.rswdo receive tz:eat{

ment that diminishes thetir phonic disabilitiesa *

-,

. . . .
. However, this conclusion should be qualified., The professional -
- t . ot . . , . ‘
& ljiterature abounds with. studies.showing significant one-group pre-post<
. h >,

. . . R -
e

test gains of students measured on var.i?us reading scales. Inasmuch
b N * . " ] ' .
? as such a design does’ not account: for academic‘aging or any residual '

. gain factor occasionéd by ‘the pre-test.experience, such studies and '

L3 ) ExY
results need to be imterpreted with consideration to these ~liqxitations.

-

S \Therefore, it should be noted that the sub-study relating to Hypothesis=l _

e shares these limitations and should be interpreted with due. caution.

Hypothesi®s 2: There ds no significant difference between
’ K] ' .
" , [
,the-mean performances of developmental writing class stu-.
v T e ’ - )
.dents (Control Group) on the pre- and post-tests of phon,i‘c
' 3 4 B ' '
. abilityl '

L

[} . ' « e
. .

ngothesis 2 was rejected The 113 students who were identified as
phonically disabled on the CPS and who had completed’a course in deve.l-
Y ' IR
opmental writing experienced a mean point gain of 2.86, which is aiso ,

L

- , sigpificant at the .05 level. Students in this Control Group,-of course,




also a"‘a not receive any S:nstruct.zon or drill ipn phon.zcs dur.mg the.ir

' 3 '

exposure to the developmental wrising course. Therefore, to ghe extent

that .mverven.mg var.w.&bles did not‘obtr%de, students completing a devel-

opmental'writ.i)g &ourse received inssruction that reduced théir phonic L.
9 .
disabilities. L e
s 4+ Y
ThAt a control group experlences significant mean gem is not very L}

9
common in the reported ,lr:tterature. Perhaps this condj.t.w.on is partly . s

attributable to the fa at reporting such gams- sometimes mitigates

-

aga.mst a{z .mterventzon that a writer is favor.mg o: champ.zonmg;

thereforﬁ. such f.mdings may remain unreported. At ang ‘rhte, this one= )

¥ 4
. group sub-study suffers from--and enjogs--the same limitations as ab.lde /

‘®

.r%ether"one-group pra-post-test des.lgns oD , ’

- \ N ‘< - ]
v 2 . - -
5 - Y . ,
, i .

Hypo es:.s ‘3: ‘There are no significant dififerences between

the mean performances of s‘tudents'w.ith phonic disabilities ..

enrolled in reading classes (Experzmen‘tal Gr,oup) and those S -

Ay

enrdlled in a writing class (Control Group) on a post-test
- . \ . . s .
of phonic ,aab.il.it.y-when. the two gréups are statistically
(Y L3 * ~
equated with r%spec_t. to a pre-test. . r . LT
v 3 - . -

.- < ‘ . ~

.

S - f;‘”,,,"-‘?s :
“Rypothesis 3 was accepted .. The d.ifferenae in net M‘ﬁnt‘gain

-

of the Expe;.lmental Group beyond that of the Control Group was .27 of . .

‘

. a point, wh.zch is not statistically’ g%gnlficant. Tmefm, ‘even though

both groups experlenced sign.lf.zcam: ga;;zs as measured on Forms l and 2
of CPS, the sl.ightly superior gain en joy.ed by the Experimental Group
»
can be considered es'ient'ially negligible. . Further, it can be concluded
thmt phoni'.c:lly disabled students completing either course can expect. ‘.
. ' . R :




*

5

contrast -to those of Littrell sv(1976) study.
M . . . f

v

"the conclusion that sex 1s not a factor that\j.nflixenc‘esa college stu-

o -

s . . ) .
nearly the same degree of ‘remediation of phonic disablement.
‘ .

It should be noted that these fmdmgs and conclusmns are in’
Comparing ‘similar groups,

Littrell found that' the mean CPS gain of his experimental group (N=43)
o R . . . .
exce'Qed that of the control group (N=15) by 2.05 points and that this
difference was statistically significant at the 305 level of confiden

< »
However, it should"be noted that mean pre-test CPS scores for students

in Lrtt!l 's study were 62 98 for._ the experwental groa?and 58. 4ﬁfor N ]
the control group.. Littrell's mean gcores are markedly different from
those encountered .in th.z.s study: 54.53 ‘for the Experimentall Group and ‘*
54.06 for the Control Group (see.Table 4). Such ;:li'sp_arity indicest
that the groups compared by L1ttre11 are apprecm.bly more adept at’

phonic analys.1 than the populatlons measurea t)u.s lstudy and strongly
& R

suggests that the' populations measured in the studies axe not comr=
gruent and therefore results may not be equitable or reasonably
comparable. Y - —_

. S o , qf\

‘Hypo;hesis 4: Ihere is 1o s:.gnifzcant difference between the

4

. - .
‘mean performances of male and female developmeptal reading

@
class students on the pre~ and post-tests of phonic a.bilit*._

) R e T

Hypothesis 4 was accepted. Acceptance of this hypothesis leads to

dentfs repair of phonic disabilities as the student receives treatmeﬁt
in a typical developmental reading course. It also can be noticed,

(seg Table 5) that female students' mean pre-test and post-test-' scores
- , - '

o




- . ]
are higher than those,of males, which-constitutes & corroboration of

other research lCottrell 1958) Whlch tnported a similar var:.at.ton and p
P
1nd.1cated female superior.lty iﬂ the area of oral deqod.l.7 skzlls as
[ 13 y -

measured by tbf CPS. .

V] ) ¢ !

Hypothesis 5: There is po significant difference between the '

meant performances of students completing a short—?rm devel-
- - . - L. 4 -

opme'ntal rea~diln'g class and a full-demester developmental ~.
$
reading class on the pre- and post-tests of‘phom.c ab.llzty.

&,

- . P

Hypothesis 5 was accepted. Acceptance of this hypothesis leads

- /

¢o the coaclusion that, whether the - developmentdl reading class is of
short duration (SJ.X weeks) or tha( ‘of the 1onge;r tem (seventeen weeks), ‘
the effect on the phonic abili'ties,of studepts'_w.lll be essentially Ehe

sdme. Using the Nelsdn Denny Reading Test as a measuring instrument,

@
R -

Taschow (‘1968) arnved at findings that parallel the fmd.mgs in' thig

-1 L M

u)p-study. Hﬁlearned that the short-term course was as effective as

-

the long-term c%;rse In’ prodgcmg measured ga.ms ;’n reading rate, vocab~

,4‘

ulary, and readmg comprehensmn. AgaJ.n Ql’lika and Longnion (1977)

compared short- term and longer‘-term developmental readmg groups. Pre-

) '

and post-testing on ‘the Nelson Denny Reading Test and the McGraw-HIll

v

Basic Skill Systems Test they: found no significant difference betWEen
’

the gains in reading rate and comprehension between the two groups.

. » =

‘Thérefore, both the Taschow and the Il.lka and Lohgnion studies give

- pos1t1Ve if tangential support to this sub‘-stud<— which utilized the CPS

as the measuring instrument. Thus, three different studies emplbymg
. .

' three diffegent reading measurement instruments strongly suggest that




“ . 3 . . . .
\ ‘ . . ° '
. !\ short-term reading courses are as effective as longer-term or regular i
- . T
. . semester courses. . ) . v i
. Hypothesis 6: There is no %Jiiicane difference between . .
N - = ]

- -, the mean performances of students completing a night and . . ’
v,

o day developmental read.mg co'urse on the pre~ and post- . )

Y ’ ‘
test of phonlc ablllty. ’
. .
- ) . . f ,
. Hypothesis 6 w;s aocepted. Although the pre-test mean score of .
a .
" students taking day classes was higher than that of night class .students -

(51.9..1 vs. 51.86: D=3,05), their mean CPS gain experience was not statis*

.

. ' » .
tically signi‘fic‘ant. Such would strongly suggest that day students have

stronge\).'entry-le!‘rel ,phoriic skills; however, night students’fare able to

“=—improve their phonic skills with essentially-the same degree of<success
.. < ot v * hd
P as day students. o
. a ' ’

Interest.ingly the review of the literature did not yield any’

'* co?uparable Qstddy, even though there seemg to be qeperel agreement among
‘pra‘ctitioners that tke attftudes; goals, and life sfyles'of dag :lnd
s . 'night students are'diss.im.ilar. Apparently, however, such real or fan-
v
. cied condJ.tJ,or; does not slgmflcantly affect students' abtility to
perform or achieve in a developmental reacun ass. )
. / ’ ' » e
i{gpothesls 7: T-hete is no significant dlfference bet&)een the

v

grades earned by students complet.ing a ;dévaﬂopmental reading ——

A\

9 '~ | ,‘ . . _ - ‘g,,‘;* ‘/

Hypothesis 7 was accepted.. This sub-study (8ee Table 8) was

. - A . A . e
) . o . C ﬁ' )
: \' " * : ,’d

\) ‘ ' ' ‘ N\ ,' . 63 . .. .. ’ "‘;‘ﬁ




designed to le'am-whether students' degree of phonic disablement (Some,

Serious, or Gross) was related to the grades they earned in a develop- }

mental readir‘zg class.' Although the Table z‘evea'ls that the greater L
proport;on of h.1gher sgrades are earned b; tzﬂbse students evidenc.mg they : v
‘least degree of phonfc disablement, this ratio 1.1.s not statissically .ot - ¢
signifiqant. Therefore, the.sub-study strongly support's‘the position ;'s

that/ there is ’o relationsbip bet;veen a students! entry level CPS -,

" 'study involved a. population possessing higher degrees of phonic ability

. 1s interesting if unexplainable.

. C‘ . ~ v
score and his grade in'a developmental reading course.

>

- T)us conclusion is smpewhat at Variance with a sub-study performed s

-
1

" by Erown and Cottre.u (1963)-. They comparéd students’ college fresh:‘

man, entry-leVel CcPs scores (N-186) with their grade-point }verages ‘that =

' had accrued two. years later. Using a ch.l-square stat.lsticaﬁ Wodel but

~ -

A . . s ‘
wi-th. cut-off scores higher than those assigned in'the present .é‘tudy,

they found that studentS‘ scoring at”or below sixty-’ven points on the

-, .-

-CPS earned GPA's that are s.1gn.1f.1cant1g ( 0l level) lower than students

scoring above sixty—se'ven points. Obviously the Brown and Cottrell "
$ - . . *

[

than students measured in the present study. Furthef‘, they, compared

’

students’ phonic ability'with GPA's, not a graqge in a single course.

Therefore tha variables are sufficiently dissimilar so as ta obtain
' ' , < + ¢
different results: Nevertheless, these two studies’ lack of congruence .

* < A

[N

Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between the -

mean . perforrnces of the Dropout Group and the Experimental

Ed

-

Group oh the pre-test of phonic ability. . o -

=

R -1
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Hypothesis 8 was .rejected. A comparison of the mean entry-level

CPS score of students (N=106) completing the developmental reading  *

¢

- course was compared with the mean score experienced by the students

3 w 7 . < *
(N=71) who had-dropped the class ds is seen in Table 9. This comparison

indicates that the differences in the mean scores of the.two groups was
significant at the .01 level of confidence. Therefore, students' CPS

CL . .
scores are highly predictive of their dropout potential in-a develop~

mental reading course. And since the seventy-one students who had -~

&roppe_d their develc;pmental reading courses constituted 33.5 per cent of

"the population initiallyenrolled, it js apparent that the degree of a

student's phohic' disablement posi.ts decided implications involving reten—

9 , ,
+ tion, preparation, and curriculum.

.implica tions
P =

]

The f.mdmgs ylelded by this study have J.mpllcations for those +

responsible for the content as well as the choice of clientqle for

. developmental reading cpurses or pxograms on comunity collgge campuses.

First of all, the study quite ¢ arly supports the ﬁasition that
fhw:.cal commum’.ty college .reading program does not,.m and of J.tself,

effectively reduce the phom.c dlsablement of students who complete the

i e a2 =

{

course, In fact; the findings strongly suggest that completing a murse

in developmental writing wjll repair a students' phonic disablement to

nearly the same degree as a developmental réading course. Of course, it
. . ’ ‘ A -

is impossible to ‘rule’out the notion that other-course -contaminatiofl

presented an intervening variable in % study, for most ‘students in

(= p)
Otk
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N . .

v LAY

. e
.

» - . . < -

the time they were receiving instructiom in reading and writing. FPur-

- \J

- . N .. -7 * . v . - N
\ suing this motion further, it is then 'possible that the total curricu= - |

[} . *
lar/academic environment or academic aging will. réduce students' phonic

¢

disabilities as effectlvelg as a course designed to 1mprove reading* e

a
.

rate, vocabularg, comprehenslon, and study skzlls. waevez, if reduc— - ,‘

P ’ 1

+ ing students phonlc d1sab111t1es 1s éznszderéd as an essent1a1 obJec-

tive, then it would appear that prescﬁlblng a, developmental readlng‘ .

-

. class in order’ to reduce-this disability is not wise or prudent.
L T8 - Y .
While it must be ddmitted that'a developmental reading course can
. —— 7

'pibduge statisticallgﬁsignificant gains for those students (66.5%) who *

manage to complete it, is their mean gain (3.13 points) on the CPS very

_meaningful in terms of overcoming difficulties in phonic analysis?-

-

Other researcn together'with this study's findings provides an answer ‘to

~

this question. According to Brown and Cottrell ?1963),-studepts scoring

' between 46 and 57 on the CPS-are classified as having "serious" phonic

—

dzsabllztles, those scorlng between 58 and 69 aretiﬁzsszfxed as having

.

"some" d;sablement.' Agazn, the mean CPS pre-tést scora for students in
. .
the Experimental Group was 54,83, and their mea st-test score was .

”~

57.96. This means that the average student upon enrolling in the devel-~

' opmental readlng c}ass exhlblted "serious” phonic dlsablement, and upon

completing the class, the avetagb student did not escape this classifica=-

tzon, althOugh he came: w1th1n .04 of a p01nt of doing S§0. Such gdin,

< ~ then, consldered from the perspective of. a“p;actlgal achievement and .

-

- .

- . '
iniprovement, cannot be considered ¥ a very meaningful event--or €ause
for celebration. ’ . e N

~ Al &

Next, this study supports the positién that bhonic analysis is a

6 6 N . i ' A -




e
¢
>

- fundamental and prerequisite skill that is related to his overall <

‘. . - L . - .

"improvement in reading, The ~fa’ct’ thart students who dropped the devel-

\
¢
-

opmental reading churse (71 studer'zts or 33.5%) exhibited significantly
L \ ' r
lower Pham.c abilities than gudents whomlemd the -course (106

students or 50%) J.mpllés that pﬂbm.c adequacy J‘.‘s related to the other S
- aspects of reeding emphasiaed in a"ty’picafl developmental reading pro-'
gram; .nemely, vocabu.bary,‘ reading rate, and comprehensisg— skills.&:
. ‘ - . > - s ' S ,
;El’herefore, it.foll-o.'wﬂs thet if ‘a st;dent"s phdnisc‘disabilit,ie‘s are not

specifically and/or effectlvely treated,theh the progress he may exper—
.+ Jdence in a deyelo_pmental re'adihg course may be severely limited=--if

.

indeed he survives the course.

There are some minor implications for reading p';@ctit.ioners and

-
-

. V¥ researchers that may be worthy of brief .mention. Per those who are - v

- . .

. ‘concerned whether (1) sex, (2) duration.of course,.or (3) instructional™

.

timeé of day are ‘f&ctors or variables-affecting the improvement of pho‘zie
skills, the results of this study may ‘help diminish such concern. And,
although the level of students’ phohic skills is highly predictive of _

> M h
N . o

dropout, ‘it is apparent thidt these skills are not predictive of the
N . . ] -

. a
. grades studentis réceive i/z a .developmental reading course. - . '
* ‘?': T ﬂ‘heunder:tying‘implica.tion ﬁosed by ‘this study may be simply stated:
’ , - practitioners whoe are emploging developmeatal reading courses in an X
e effort to improve the reading skills of .ser.iousl‘y. of grossly phon.ically )
. -

disabled students should view, their courses with cons!truat”i dissatis-

¢ ’

faction. The results of this study strongly suggest that the student

?J.th serious difficulties in phonic analysis is likeiy to dr0p out of a

- .
- .

. dewelopmental read.mg course. Should he remain in the course, he is not -

L. likely to ffectively improve his aural decoding skills., ' '
\)‘ . ’ C -~ ‘ . 6"” ( )

. . R - -
B . [ . : I )
. l: MC R l“ -
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p T Recommendations

‘

T . The followmg recommendations ‘are made wztb conaideration to the

- N N

e—e notion that college—level developmental. reading programs or courses that ~
eviden;:e a f’orty-su: year bist::'y of methlodological mtnans.lgenoe are ,'
! not 1{ké1y to charﬂg quickly or dmmat.lcally. However, if oﬁserved ’ y
need is t}{forerc'mner of function (o '}_movatzoa), certain measures
: that.- are applicable to the-local and ﬂ\at,{”on&l 1evel' are.prése'nted in
" | the light of "this study's f.inding's.\‘; | A e C
S ] S C,
S (1) A sufficient n\wnber of teacher trainini ins_titutions shduld -
. develop, praotical and int‘ensive short-term wfr& designed L
“to adequ'aéely prepare seasoned as: well as novice _readi:zg |
instructors to teach phon.ics to college=~level populatio;zs.
(2) Pilot programs should be iqvit‘iat:ed and studied t;o J.é.?r‘s -
whether students with phonic disabijlities can be effecti‘:;ly ’
) t,z:eated w&thm the c%ntext of eSta.PlJ.shed deVelopmental _ l
, reading courses taught by instructors adequa;ely pteparod to
- ffectvthe aural decoding skills '‘of studehts. )
’ (3) Pilot’ programs should be m.lt.:ted and studied to 1earn .
wheth:er concurrent 1nstruct§21 .m ;:hom.c analys.ls offered to
I phorucally ‘d1sab1ed students in elther (a) £nd1w.dua11zed, E
self-mstructzonal or (b) mini~course formats effectlve.;y
r:duces students' phonic dlsabill’t\.ies to t‘?re extent that they Q ’
"t can e.w.ther sucpessfully engage in a ::Ievelopmental readu;g )
. ‘” N icour!e ,;: escape the need for the ¢ourse. .
: 1 (4) '},'}rperime;tal courses for stodents identified as boJ;ng seriously
/a or grossly phonic‘élly disabled should'be“initratedato learn
[ - ‘ -
. 4 65
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whether (a) these cou::ses are - effe@tmve and (b) whether sugh » ,

. h \

’ »
tred:ment is suff.lc.lent to provzde these students m.th funda- /"
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